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Strong medicine needed 


Conservative-minded people in all parties 
should feel chastened by the general 
election debacle. But while tactical and 
organisational mistakes were undoubtedly 
made, there are far deeper reasons for the 
failure of the conservative Right. 

Conservative (and UKIP) politicians fail 
—or find it more difficult to prosper — because 
they operate within a cultural milieu that has 
been shaped and is being constantly 
redefined by Leftists at every level — from 
philosophy, conceptual art and literature to 
pop music and cookery columns. It is 
obviously much harder to formulate and 
introduce conservative policies in an 
atmosphere hostile or indifferent to the 
central ideals of conservatism. 

When, for instance, the majority of film 
directors, university faculties, big 
businesses, musicians, playwrights, 
novelists and journalists are united in saying 
(or implying) that the nation state is an 
anachronism, it becomes more difficult for 
conservative politicians to convince voters 
that protecting one’s national independence 
matters. The same goes in other areas. Now 
that the opinion-forming classes have 
decided that the family is redundant, it has 
become difficult to pursue pro-family policies. 
Because television programme makers 
have popularised sentimental notions about 
‘asylum-seekers’, it is difficult to pursue 
rational policies to limit their numbers. And 
so on. It has been rightly said that under 
JohnMajor the Conservatives were in office 
but not in power. They have not been in 
power for a very long time. 

Conservatives and patriots of all kinds 
need to think seriously about how to 
increase their pool of supporters whilst 
preserving their principles. The next 
Conservative leader will have to be 
imaginative and dynamic. Some unpopular, 
unimportant or unfeasible policies (Such as 
the policy on cannabis) will need to be 
dropped, while other policies will need to be 
strengthened, although perhaps presented 
in a different way. 

The new leader should initiate complete 
policy reviews in such areas as foreign 
policy, where we have made many ill-judged 
interventions in parts of the world without 
good reason. There should be an immediate 
declaration that we will never join a single 
currency. We should repatriate agricultural 
and fisheries powers from Brussels. 
Consideration should also be given to 
dissolving the Commonwealth. At home, the 
Party should consider supporting the idea 


of an English parliament — although as a 
means of strengthening the UK. 

Attempts also need to be made to build 
new election-winning coalitions. There are 
several obvious target groups, such as the 
young, many of whom see through the 
childish fables beloved of Tony Blair et a/. But 
they need to be convinced that the Tories 
are not killjoys and philistines. Relaxing the 
laws on soft drugs and lengthening drinking 
hours, sponsoring artistic events and thinking 
of and portraying the party as being the 
radical alternative to a narrow-minded 
Leftwing establishment (which it is) would 
help greatly. 

Another target group should be the 
indigenous working-class. Many of these 
neglected people are instinctively well- 
disposed towards the nation state and 
worried about crime, but are put off the 
Conservatives because of their real or 
perceived hostility towards the welfare state. 
Socially conservative voters in economically 
depressed areas vote Labour because to 
them even the party of militant homosexuals 
and reverse racists is preferable to the one 
which presided over the destruction of their 
livelihoods. Yet the British National Party 
results in Oldham demonstrate that a lot of 
traditional Labour voters may be starting to 
realise that, as one of Tony Blairs constituents 
said, “If you’re white and heterosexual, they 
don’t care about you”. 

It is up to the Right to capitalise on this 
growing disgruntlement by getting involved 
in positive local initiatives and talking 
honestly about topics like crime and 
immigration. And why are there so few Right- 
wing trade unionists? 

Another target group should be 
ecologists. The Conservatives are right to 
support fox-hunting and to be sceptical about 
global warming, but they should also 
campaign in favour of organic farming and 
against live animal exports. The links 
between biodiversity, localism and patriotism 
should be made clear; likewise the links 
between big business, intensive farming and 
the EU. 

If the Conservative Party gets a leader 
who is willing to consider ideas like the above, 
then it may find it possible to turn the tide. 
If not, then it is likely merely to lose many of 
its traditional supporters whilst failing to 
recruit sufficient numbers of new ones. If the 
party is unable, or unwilling, to consider 
such radical ideas then the sooner it is 
replaced by a genuinely patriotic and 
conservative party the better for Britain O 
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Professional nonsense 





Natalie Solent says current attempts to ‘professionalise’ teaching 
are doomed to failure 





H™ should we go about getting more 
and better teachers? A consensus on 
the answer to this question has emerged 
between teachers and government, and like 
all bipartisan consensi, it is warm, fuzzy 
rubbish. It would be warm, fuzzy, self- 
serving rubbish but for the fact that the 
participants’ guesses as to what would serve 
them are so wide of the mark. 

The consensus is this: teaching should 
be more like the profession it pretends to 
be. So teachers, say the teachers, must have 
more money, status, autonomy and 
qualifications. Government ministers are 
to learn a new tune: “Don’t let’s be beastly 
to the teachers”. Fine, smiles the state, 
but in exchange, teachers must learn the 
downside of professionalism. Now the 
government will test, assess and inspect 
you. No carrot without stick. 

“Professionalism” cannot be the route 
to more teachers. The current members 
of any profession want fewer new 
competitors coming in, not a flood of them. 
Naturally it will raise barriers under cover 
of raising standards. 

The National Union of Teachers puts 
out a magazine, The Teacher. Every year 
or so this comic features an outraged letter 
on these lines: “Would you have your 
appendix removed by an unqualified 
surgeon? Would you cross the Atlantic in a 
plane with an unqualified pilot? Why, then, 
would you permit an unqualified teacher 
to instruct your child?” To which I answer 
(1) No, (2) No and (3) Why ever not? 
Anyone trying to extract an appendix by 
instinct alone will be up for manslaughter 
the following morning. Anyone trying to 
fly a 747 guided only by his Inner Light 






Charles Murray asked the radical 
question: what makes teachers happy? 


will soon be one of several hundred corpses 
bobbing along with the waves. Both these 
skills are failure-critical and arbitrary, in 
the sense that one cannot deduce from first 
principles which blood vessels to snip or 
buttons to press. Teaching is neither. I 
taught an acceptable lesson on Day One of 
my career as an unqualified teacher 
buttressed by no more training than the 
single maxim, “Never turn your back on 
the gooks”. I won’t say that training doesn’t 
help an educator, but it’s no more than 
icing on the cake - always providing you 
have the cake, namely the love of teaching. 


“How much nicer to have 
your professional development 
in the form of a day off work 
while you attend a course you 
pass by turning up” 


If professionalism won’t give us more 
teachers, can it make them better? The 
latest standards-raising gambit is the 
darlingest little baby organisation called 
the General Teaching Council aka the GTC. 
(Teachers in maintained schools will be 
required by law to belong to the new body, 
and to pay for it.) The GTC would like to 
be like the Law Society or the British 
Medical Association when it grows up, two 
bodies whose greed and pharisaic self- 
righteousness are notorious, but which have 
notched up decades of success in making 
their pet restrictive practices into law. The 
GTC talks much of standards, status and 
professional development. Trust it, therefore, 
to resist competency tests that existing 
teachers might actually fail. How much 
nicer to have your professional development 
in the form of a day off work while you 
attend a course you pass by turning up. 

Like a trendy teacher ingratiating 
himself with the bad boys by criticism of 
the school, the GTC Corporate Plan sports 
token anti-government sentiments such as 
“Many teachers believe that the current 
system over-emphasises external 
accountability”. In general though, Mr 
Blair can sleep easy. None of the authors 
saw anything illiberal about this sentence 
from paragraph 2 of the GTC’s draft 
Professional Code for Teachers: “This 
Code defines the beliefs, values and 
attitudes [my italics] which underlie 
teacher professionalism”. Having 
“defined” the innermost thoughts of 
thousands of teachers and charged them 
each £23 for doing it, the draft code fails 
to define many of its own provisions. For 


example, “Teachers respond positively to 
the diversity of pupils’ and students’ home 
backgrounds...” Depending whether one 
takes “positively” to mean “with approval”, 
“with pleasure” or “actively” this could 
mean contradictory things. 


“A good person working 
cheaply is very hard to 
replace, and accordingly has 
great bargaining power over 


Job conditions” 


For an utterly different draft answer 
to the ‘teacher problem’, turn to Charles 
Murray’s book Jn Pursuit of Happiness and 
Good Government (Simon and Schuster, 
1988). This is the book he wrote before 
The Bell Curve. Only two of its 13 chapters 
cover education, but, boy, do they sizzle! 

Murray asks a radical question: what 
makes teachers happy? He answers, not 
money, but teaching itself. At one time in 
this country, and in Murray’s own United 
States, everybody, including teachers 
themselves, recognised that they were 
people who could earn more in other fields, 
but chose to teach because of its intrinsic 
rewards. No wonder they had status! No 
wonder they had autonomy, too: as Murray 
says, “A good person working cheaply is 
very hard to replace, and accordingly has 
great bargaining power over job conditions”. 

How the NUT, let alone its 
irredeemable American equivalent, the 
National Educational Association, would 
spit at that. Yet I felt as if Murray had 
read my mind. I didn’t leave teaching 
because the money was bad. I was driven 
out by two inescapable consequences of 
nationalised education: bureaucracy and the 
obligation to teach every child - even 
violent criminals. 

No minor victory by the unions in the 
matter of excluding some of the most 
violent, and no minor let-up in the barrage 
of tests, guidelines, threshold pay schemes 
and inspections would tempt me back. All 
they mean is that it’s carrot this week. 
Next week it will be stick again. 

All this talk of carrots and sticks puts 
me in mind of a fable. Once there was a 
unicorn that could grant wishes. Along 
came the statutory virgin, holding out a 
juicy carrot... The unicorn did not see that 
behind her back she held ready a bridle 
and a whip. The virgin, for her part, did 
not know that once tamed, the unicorn’s 
horn would disappear and its magic would 
be gone. Decades later, we see a harridan 
flogging a broken down old nag. The 
harridan still hopes for wishes, the nag is 
still greedy for carrots. Alas, a pretty new 
saddle like the General Teaching Council 
cannot please either of them. QO 
Natalie Solent is a former teacher, and 
writes from Essex 
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Valuing the family 





Derek Turner interviews family campaigner Valerie Riches 





Please tell us about the foundation of the Family 
Education Trust. 


In the late 1960s, Dr Stanley Ellison, a London GP interested in 
preventive medicine, wrote a letter to The Times challenging men 
and women to come forward who were concerned about the threat 
posed to the traditional family by the ‘sexual revolution’. He was 
already aware in his surgery how drug addiction, delinquency, 
sexually transmitted infections and emotional problems were all 
on the increase. Children, he believed, were particularly at risk. 
It was time to take a hard look at why and who were behind the 
changes in society and what would be the likely outcome. 

When | read The Times letter | wrote immediately to add my 
support to the venture. During a training course in social work | 
had become aware of the ideology of subjectivism, described as 
‘situational ethics’. This insisted that there were no rights and 
wrongs in human behaviour, it was all a matter of personal choice. 
| was bringing up my own children at the time and thought: “You 
can’t run a society like that!” | was surprised that letters to the 
press expressing my concerns were published and it was not 
long before | was asked in 1971 if | would take over the running 
of the newly founded organisation, now known as the Family 
Education Trust, with the working title, Family & Youth Concern. 

By this time | was working in a London teaching hospital where 
the 1967 Abortion Act was being implemented. | was asked to 
do abortion counselling and | am ashamed to admit that at this 
stage | had not given the issue serious consideration. But 
something inside me said: “Don’t touch it!” | had already become 
aware that ‘counselling’ in this context was merely a matter of 
signing a form for a girl to be put on a conveyor belt into the 
operating theatre. We had girls under the age of consent coming 
in who were pregnant despite having access to contraception. | 
brought to the attention of my superiors one particular case of a 
14 year old because it was obvious that her parents had not 
been informed of her plight. In fact no-one had considered 
informing them and | was alarmed at the attitude, now widespread, 
that parents were to be excluded. If it had been my daughter who 
had got into difficulties, | would have wished to help her. 

The response to Dr Ellison’s challenge was encouraging. 
Within a few months 500 people joined, most of them professional 
people who were seeing in the course of their work the same 
problems that concerned Dr Ellison. He never sought vast 
membership but rather to gather together people of influence, and 
he insisted, quite rightly, that the work should avoid party political 
and religious affiliations. And that has been the case to this day. 


What do you think about the government’s much- 
touted campaign to promote virginity? 
Let us be quite sure about this. There is no campaign to promote 
virginity in this country. The ongoing campaign is to provide 
contraceptives with abortion as an after-service. Successive 
governments have been too closely connected with the ‘children’s 
rights’ movement to support anything other than a policy that 
children have the right to have sex, providing only that they use 
contraceptives after ‘confidential counselling’. That means no 
parental knowledge unless the child allows their involvement. 
Abstinence programmes in the United States are actually 
proving to be successful in reducing teenage pregnancies. The 
programmes require support from local communities and in 
Minnesota they actually gained the support of the family planners. 
There is a similar scheme in Exeter, called APAUSE, where the 
underlying message of the programme is to encourage restraint. 
Teachers, doctors, parents and young people who are carefully 
scripted are involved in the scheme. Students are fully informed 
about human sexuality and its consequences and they seem to 
respond positively when given these truths. 


What do you think will be the effects of the ‘morning 
after’ pill? 


The policy may hold the teenage pregnancy rate at its present 
level, or even go down, though that is doubtful. The signal young 
people are receiving is that it is perfectly acceptable to have 
casual sex provided they resort to the so-called morning-after 
pill. This will encourage more promiscuity with its inevitable 
aftermath of more sexually transmitted infections. The alarming 
extent of these diseases among young people is already a matter 
of very serious concern and can affect their future fertility. 

We are now seeing the implementation of a national strategy 
of the establishment in schools of ‘family planning clinics’ where 
children of any age can get contraceptives without their parents’ 
knowledge, and they are told this in no uncertain terms. This 
short-sighted strategy causes division between parents and their 
children and between parents and schools. It is another example 
of pragmatism which will bring another round of problems in its 
wake. 

From my experience with young people who engage in 
premature sexual activity, it is sad to see the deep regrets and 
veneer of superficiality they adopt in their attitudes and 
relationships. This affects their ability to form enduring 
relationships and bodes badly for the future stability of marriage 
and the family. It is a sad reflection of the times in which we live 
that politicians of whatever hue are more interested in retaining 
their seats in parliament than in providing a vision for the future. 


What do you think of government’s proposal of paid 
paternity leave? 


| would support any measure that would help children to have 
more stable backgrounds in which to build sound relationships 
between parents and their offspring. However, the cost to 
employers could be considerable and the measure difficult to 
implement. Many fathers naturally take time from their annual 
leave which is now fairly generous without being paid to do so. 


What are your reflections on the growing problem of 
paedophilia? 

| have been following the paedophile movement since the mid 
1970s after | read an article in a magazine called Mind Out 
produced by the National Association for Mental Health. It was 
about a seminar that had been held for sexual minority groups. 
This included a representative from the Paedophile Information 
Exchange (PIE) who said that paedophiles loved children and 
society and parents had to change their attitudes to 
intergenerational sex. An address was given for PIE to be 
contacted. A journalist who was staying at our home thought the 
story was “hot stuff” and he did his best to get it released in the 
media. However, to his surprise doors were shut in his face at all 
levels. 

Meanwhile the Campaign for Homosexual Equality at a 
conference in Sheffield gave PIE a platform to express its views. 
The audience of 1,000 homosexuals was asked how many of 
them had a sexual interest in children. A third of them 
acknowledged that they had. This percentage has subsequently 
been borne out by research. This confirms my long-held view 
that homosexuality and paedophilia are more closely linked than 
the public is allowed to know. 

The law of the age of consent has become a pathetic tool to 
protect children from exploitation and as a consequence more 
and more under aged children have been drawn into sexual 
activity. Meantime the rate of prosecutions has dropped to very 
low levels. This means that more paedophile activity may be going 
on without being recorded. 


In what ways is the population control movement 
linked to sex education? 
There is no doubt that the population control movement was 


instrumental in the advent of sex education in schools. This is 
well documented and revealed in a paper | wrote, Sex & Social 
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Engineering. Three themes can be observed in sex education 
produced by this lobby and associated bodies. First, the sexes 
and sex roles should be merged or reversed. Second, children 
must be liberated from their parents, and third, the family as we 
have understood it must be destroyed. The tragedy is that much 
of this so-called sex education has been funded by successive 
governments. The International Planned Parenthood Federation 
spearheads the policy through its national family planning 
associations and their networks in each country. In the UK the 
main organisations invoived are the Family Planning Association 
and its sister organisation, the Brook Advisory Centres. 

Sex education differs to some extent in schools because the 
responsibility is left to headteachers and school governors to 
decide on policy. Unfortunately many schools rely on material 
produced, or influenced, by these organisations, including the 
broadcasting media. The result is that the same message tends 
to be reproduced everywhere. All resource material should be 
carefully scrutinised by those responsible for introducing sex 
education in schools and not just accepted because it emanates 
from a well-known organisation. 


Do you agree with Charles Murray’s thesis — that a 
permanent underclass is being created? If so, what 
should be done? 



















































































| don’t think you can escape the fact that an underclass has been 
created. The dangers are well-known but it has become politically 
incorrect to say so. Probably the only way government policy will 
change is when the cost to the nation becomes unsupportable. 
Politicians say that they are not involved in moral arguments. 
They have this curious idea that what is done in parliament does 
not affect the moral state of the nation when of course every 
piece of legislation passed is making some sort of a moral 
statement. 

There is a mountain of research of the serious effects of family 
breakdown on society which is largely ignored. No doubt this is 
the result of the overweening power of pressure groups which 
are well-funded and seem to have all the time in the world to 
pursue their pursuits. We hope that through our work the truth 
will ultimately prevail as it must. It is not a question of whether 
governments can afford to make changes in the right direction, 
but whether they can afford not to. 


Do you think — or hope -— that a lot of this may simply 
disappear with the 1968 generation? 


| fear not as things stand. The cycle of deprivation tends to be 
repeated in each generation. More children are affected, and 
their children become affected. However, one must congratulate 
some remarkable young people who do see through the confused 
world in which they live and helped by their religious beliefs do 
what is best for their children. In them lies our hope for the future. 








A strong religious faith of some kind, often Catholic, 
appears to be a common thread amongst almost 
family campaigners. 

| think we should remember that Dr Ellison, whose initiative 
brought about the work of Family & Youth Concern, was Jewish. 
It is not just a Catholic concern. There are evangelicals who are 
very outspoken on family issues. In our organisation we have 
people from all religious traditions, and none. We are united by 
our belief that marriage is the rivet which holds society together. 
The work has been successful and without discord because we 
keep off party politics and religious affiliations. 


How will your recent switch to the position of Founder 
President and the link-up with Civitas affect the Trust, 
both organisationally and tactically? 

The organisation has very clear ideas about what needs to be 
done. We need to do something about the Children Act which 
has become a sort of Bible to the social services to interpret in 
any way they think fit with some very tragic results for parents 
and children. We need to concentrate on the education of children 
and teach them the truth about human sexuality and the meaning 
of life and their responsibilities. We hope to carry out research 
into what is actually going on in Holland and the reasons why it 


Left: Valerie Riches, with 
her family, after being 
presented with the Lifetime 
Achievement Award for 
Outstanding Services to the 
Family, in 2000. 





Family & Youth Concern can 
be contacted by writing to: 


Family Education Trust, 

The Mezzanine, 

Elizabeth House, 39 York Road, 
London, SE1 7NQ. 


Telephone: 020 7401 5480 
Facsimile: 020 7401 5471 
E-mail: fyc @ukfamily.org.uk 
Website: www.famyouth.org.uk 
Annual subscription to FYC’s 
Family Bulletin costs £5.00 
(published quarterly) 





has one of the lowest teenage pregnancy rates in Europe. There 
is an urgent need to get the government to recognise in law the 
importance of the married family and reinstate the Married 
Couple’s Allowance. 

| am in the happy position of not having to deal with the day- 
to-day activities of the Society, but that of raising funds and bringing 
concerned people together in a sort of ambassadorial role. 


Looking back over your career, what have been the 
high — and low — points? 
When you do a job like the one | have held for nearly thirty years 
in a hostile environment it is inevitable that you have to face up 
to a lot of criticism. Of course there have been stressful moments, 
largely induced by the media. | have been called some outrageous 
things. Writing in New Society, a homosexual described me as “a 
third-rate drag artiste”. You have to laugh it off and shrug your 
shoulders. Of course there has also been a great deal of public 
support and encouragement by individuals we have been able 
to help along the way. 

| have been impressed and moved by the dedication of 
ordinary people | have met around the world who work from their 
homes for family and life issues, with no thought of recompense. 
They have little idea about the international size of the problems 
that confront their countries but know in their hearts something 
is seriously wrong. | call them the kitchen-table heroes of the 
family movement. QO 
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Multiculturalists in their own words 





David Worsley exposes the sloppy thinking and extremism of some well-known ‘multiculturalists’ 





he recent gagging of John Townend 

and, even more worryingly, Laurence 
Robertson, will have given many on the 
Right pause to consider whether free speech 
on the issue of multiculturalism will be 
possible for much longer. Judging from 
Michael Portillo’s election campaign 
statement in Brick Lane, it is now compulsory 
for Conservative Party members to believe 
that ethnic diversity is a “great strength” to 
Britain. The tens of millions of Britons who 
doubt this proposition may wonder if their 
voices will ever be heard again. However, 
sweeping attacks on the doctrines of 
multiculturalism can still be found in the 
mainstream press, provided that they come 
from those who claim to support it. Indeed, 
far from where the masses can hear their 
equivocation, liberals can often be found 
airing the ideas that they seek to de- 
legitimise or even criminalise in others. 
What follows is merely a sample. 


Prospective problems 


Rightists on the lookout for the rarer species 
of thoughtful Leftism should first consult 
Prospect magazine. Encouragingly, one of 
their best-known contributors, the Canadian 
academic Michael Ignatieff, seems to have 
spotted the cracks in the multicultural 
edifice. The death of Enoch Powell in 
February 1998 gave Ignatieff an excuse to 
discuss national identity, and he provided a 
refreshingly honest treatment of the subject. 

The ideology of multi-culturalism holds 
that the native population should reconsider 
their own identity in order to be more 
accommodating to immigrants — that the 
English should see themselves as a “tikka 
massala” rather than a “fish and chips” or 
“roast beef” nation. Referring to his own 
Ukrainian and Canadian origins, Ignatieff 
claimed to be an adherent to this 
multiculturalist creed: “I believe in a multi- 
cultural society. What else can I do? ama 
foreigner here”. Nevertheless, he dismissed 
the type of posturing that the likes of Robin 
Cook indulge in: “What sense can be given 
to the idea that Britain is genuinely multi- 
ethnic, if the visible minorities remain at 
five per cent of the population? In inner city 
London, Manchester, Birmingham and 
Liverpool, ‘multi-cultural discourse’ does 
describe the street life by day and sometimes 
the club life at night. Yet even here there is 
enduring residential segregation within the 
inner cities”. 

Referring to the majority of England, 
Ignatieff was even more direct: “Beyond the 
inner cities, what about the shire counties 
and the English hinterland of market towns 
and countryside where millions of people 
still live? Here, Englishness remains much 


as it was: cricket, back gardens, country 
churches, hedgerows, the “green and 
pleasant land”... Here the language of 
multiculturalism describes neither how 
people live nor how they wish to live. The 
idea that we are or should be a multi-ethnic 
community is regarded by millions of 
English people as either false to their own 
personal experiences or as an exercise in 
political correctness by a bien pensant elite 
which does not actually practice what it 
preaches. The virtues of... multi-ethnicity 





Spotting the cracks - Michael Ignatieff 


and multiculturalism... have been asserted, 
rather than argued, by the postwar liberal 
elite; for most of the British population - 
not just whites — their plausibility is not self- 
evident. In reality, like continues to live with 
like, and the practice of tolerance looks much 
more like polite - and not so polite - 
avoidance”.! 

A year later, Ignatieff had the chance to 
relate these observations to a topical issue. 
In the wake of the hysteria following the 
publication of the Macpherson Report, he 
told his fellow liberals that they should 
overcome their “convulsion of guilt-ridden 
confusion” and subject themselves to a “a 
dose of liberal realism”. Ignatieff had 
noticed that, when used by the race relations 
industry, the word “tolerance” had radically 
altered its meaning, in a way which was 
hampering clear thought. Borrowing from 
the philosopher Isaiah Berlin’s definition of 
two types of liberty, Ignatieff suggested that 
henceforth it would be necessary to 
distinguish between “negative” and 
“positive” tolerance. He wrote: “Negative 
tolerance is the minimum we require in a 
liberal society. It means protecting 
minorities from abuse and attack, it means 
equal treatment by public agencies, level 
playing fields for employment and so on”. 
This would appear to conform to the original 
meaning of ‘tolerance’, and should be 
subscribed to by any decent conservative as 
well. However, when Ignatieff proceeded to 
discuss ‘positive tolerance’, he again 
dismissed the values of multiculturalism: 


“But we do not need to love each other, reach 
out to each other, or even particularly value 
our different cultures. A minority will 
practice such positive tolerance and, as time 
passes, that minority might become a 
majority. But for now most of us do not live 
together. We live in the same neighbourhoods, 
watch the same television programmes and 
visit the same shops, but the various class 
and ethnic groups often inhabit 
unfathomably different universes. What is 
desperately needed, and still a generation 
away, is a happy indifference towards those 
collective identities”.* 


Wishful thinking 

It is in this last sentence that the crucial 
assumption of Ignatieff’s liberalism can be 
found. In an earlier article for Prospect, he 
had argued that the breakdown of all 
collective identities was an inevitable part 
of modernity, but that the freedoms of pure 
individualism would more than compensate 
for the loss of a sense of belonging. In the 
meantime, Ignatieff expressed the hope that 
enlightened self-interest would prevent 
ethnic strife: “Competing groups who 
disrespect each other’s values may tolerate 
each other and co-exist simply because the 
advantages of common adherence to the rules 
outweigh the benefits of social warfare. If - 
and it is a big if - the liberal state guarantees 
procedural fairness to all groups, there is 
no reason in principle why they cannot 
compete and disagree peacefully”.* Thus, 
all Ignatieff can ultimately offer is the 
argument that there is “no reason in 
principle” why multiculturalism cannot 
work. He makes the mistake (which Enoch 
Powell avoided) of discussing how people 
could and should behave, but not how they 
probably will, given the evidence of history. 


Altruism and affinity 

Others, further to the Left than Ignatieff, 
who still hope to recreate a sense of 
belonging in order to underpin their 
socialistic aims, also see a connection 
between multiculturalism and a lack of social 
cohesion. Alan Wolfe and Jytte Klausen, 
self-proclaimed “progressive” academics 
writing in response to Lord Parekh’s report 
on The Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain, 
predictably sang the praises of ethnic 
diversity, but then confessed that: “Solidarity 
and diversity are both desirable objectives. 
Unfortunately, they can also conflict. A 
sense of solidarity creates a readiness to 
share with strangers, which in turn underpins 
a thriving welfare state. But it is easier to 
feel solidarity with those who broadly share 
your values and way of life. Modern 
progressives committed to diversity often fail 
to acknowledge this. They employ an over- 
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abstract and unrealistic notion of affinity, 
implying that we ought to have the same 
feelings of generosity or solidarity towards 
a refugee from the other side of the world 
as we do towards our next door neighbour. 
In the 1940s and 1950s, the early days of 
the British welfare state, this was not such 
an issue. People believed that they were 
paying the social welfare part of their taxes 
to people who were like themselves and who 
faced the same risks and problems. For most 
people, paying tax was a kind of enlightened 
self-interest. Just 25 years later, Britain had 
become a much more diverse place... By 
the 1970s, that binding force began to 
weaken and it has been gradually unravelling 
ever since”.* Wolfe and Klausen noted that 
this was not just a matter of ethnicity, and 
that the inter-generational conflict present 
since the 1960s has played a part too. 
However, by admitting that altruism is 
dependent upon affinity and similarity, and 
that ethnic diversification had thus reduced 
the level of social cohesion, they had come 
quite close to saying that “Our homogenous 
Anglo-Saxon society has been seriously 
undermined by the massive immigration - 
particularly Commonwealth immigration - 
that has taken place since the War,” the 
observation for which John Townend was 
excoriated as a “racist.” 


Liberal idealism 


A more chilling insight into the multi- 
culturalist mentality came from Andrew 
Marr, writing in the Observer before his 
appointment as BBC TV’s chief political 
pundit. The publication of the Macpherson 
Report provided him with an opportunity to 
discuss the causes of racial tension in 
Britain, and suggest some remedies. Marr 
wrote: “The establishment would like to see 
racism as something perverse, a kind of 
unreasonable wickedness that appears in 
badly-educated people. But this painless, 
convenient explanation can only come from 
people who don’t really bother to look at, 
or listen to, their fellow citizens. In fact, 
racism is natural and at its worst wherever 
there is serious poverty”. Rather than deduce 
from this observation that permitting mass 
immigration into Britain’s cities had been a 
regrettable mistake and should stop 
immediately, Marr discussed the means by 
which racial harmony could be fostered. His 
first suggestion was “widespread and 
vigorous miscegenation, which is the best 
answer, but perhaps tricky to arrange as 
public policy”. By making this proposal, 
Marr effectively conceded that multi-ethnic 
societies can best be made to work through 
intermarriage and assimilation, thus flatly 
contradicting the ideal of multiculturalism 
that he sought to uphold. This was of course 
the solution found last time England truly 
was a melting-pot: during the Dark Ages, 
the Celts, Anglo-Saxons and Vikings ceased 
half a millennium of slaughter only when 
they had intermarried enough to be 
indistinguishable. 


Given that Marr desires neither 
assimilation nor racial strife, he was thus 
forced to argue that attitudes and behaviour 
he had earlier described as “natural” were 
somehow alterable: “Though human 
experience happens inside nature, human 
progress also depends on surmounting it. 
The tools by which we do so include politics 
and taxation, as well as science and art. But 
it needs a whole nation to move, not simply 
pious exasperation directed at the lower 
orders...the final answer, frankly, is the 
vigorous use of state power to coerce and 
repress. It may be my Presbyterian 
background, but I firmly believe that 
repression can be a great, civilising 
instrument for good. Stamp hard on certain 
‘natural’ beliefs for long enough and you 
can almost kill them off. The police are first 
in line to be burdened further, but a new 
Race Relations Act will impose the will of 
the state on millions of other lives too”.° 
The supposedly “Blairite’ and moderate Marr 
apparently believes that politicians should 
experiment on their electorates rather than 
serve them. He used much of the article to 
advocate American-style ‘affirmative action’ 
quotas in employment and education, 
arguing that only when the white middle 
classes also suffer disadvantages at the hands 
of ethnic minorities could they expect to 
provide moral leadership to the more 
prejudiced working classes. Nowhere did 
Marr explain what benefits an increasingly 
multi-ethnic society would bring which 
could possibly outweigh the cost of turning 
Britain into a repressive state. 


Migration then and now 


Finally, it should be conceded that the 
occasional multiculturalist does try to defend 
the assertion that mass migration and ethnic 
diversity are beneficial with rational 
argument. The well-known historian Felipe 
Fernandez-Armesto recently attempted to 
support, with historical examples, the 
proposition that usually “societies with high 
rates of immigration find that the newcomers 
do more good than harm”. However, with 
the exceptions of the European colonisation 
of the New World, which overwhelmed 
native societies, and slavery (which I assume 
Sr Fernandez-Armesto does not condone), 
he cited cases which involved trivial 
numbers of migrants: “During any process 
of economic change, niches open that the 
existing workforce cannot fill. In the 17th 
century, for instance, Morocco needed 
Spanish gunners and England required 
Dutch engineers, while China summoned 
Italian astronomers and Burma demanded 
Japanese mercenaries. In the 18th century 
America needed African slaves, Britain 
needed Irish navvies, China wanted 
Portuguese gardeners”. Such examples bear 
no relation to the wave of migration that the 
West faces today, not least because the host 
societies did not suffer from the 
catastrophically low birth rates now being 
experienced by Western countries. 


Indeed, Fernandez-Armesto clearly 
appreciates this, and uses almost 
inflammatory language to discuss our future 
prospects: “Now history is taking a suitable 
revenge. Colonisation has been replaced by 
counter-colonisation... the victim-peoples of 
former empires are heading for the 
homelands of their sometime masters... This 
movement, which is one of the most startling 
of our times, is effectively unstoppable... 
The future some futurologists predict - in 
which the West is overwhelmed by great 
waves of migration similar to those that 
swamped the Roman empire — is by no means 
incredible”. However, rather than urging 
Westerners to take urgent measures to avoid 
this fate, Fernandez-Armesto referred back 
to his observations about the benefits of 
small migrations (of Portuguese gardeners!), 
and concluded that: “Cultures that reject 
migrants as a menace postpone, but rarely 
elude, convulsions and conquests. Other 
peoples welcome strangers, accepting their 
gifts, appropriating their wisdom, deploying 
their labour. The risk usually pays off”.° 

But even if Fernaraez-Armesto’s 
dubious historical analysis is accepted, his 
suggestion that the West should welcome 
mass migration because it does not “usually” 
result in disaster is disingenuous: when 
someone playing Russian roulette pulls the 
trigger, he does not “usually” blow his brains 
out, but it cannot be denied that only the 
suicidal or insane would play. Furthermore, 
he implies in his closing paragraph that if 
Western nations reject further mass 
immigration, they will suffer some sort of 
unspecified convulsion anyway, without 
providing any justification for this 
prediction. 

It thus seems that by silencing their 
opponents, multiculturalists have insulated 
themselves from the rigours of political 
debate. Some, like Ignatieff, Wolfe and 
Klausen, are able to express enormous 
doubts about the central dogmas of 
multiculturalism, apparently without 
shaking their faith in the ideology. 
Meanwhile, others, such as Marr and 
Fernandez-Armesto, appear — like Manchester 
United - to be suffering from a lack of 
competition, and have been reduced to 
sloppy, self-contradictory and sometimes 
downright frightening arguments. Q 


David Worsley writes from Cheshire 
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What is treason today? 





Robert Henderson says that many member of the liberal elite are 
active or passive traitors 





reason is a famously slippery word, not 

least for the reason enshrined in the oft- 
quoted but, because it contains a savage 
truth, eternally potent rhyme: 


Treason never prospers, 
What’s the reason? 

For if it does 

None dare call it treason. 


Yet elusive as it is, treason clearly has an 
objective reality, a reality, moreover, whose 
essence is changeless. That quality is 
betrayal which goes beyond the personal. 
If a friend betrays you to another friend that 
is not treason. If a fellow countryman betrays 
you to an occupying power that is. 

As a legal concept, treason has been 
redrawn during the past millennium. In a 
dynastic context, where the king is king in 
executive fact as well as name, treason is 
the betrayal of the sovereign by a person 
who owes him allegiance. That betrayal may 
be through disloyalty or an attempt to harm 
the person of the monarch (and generally 
his family). By extension, the same applies 
to those to whom the monarch’s executive 
power is delegated. Kill the King’s man and 
you attack the king. 

But treason in dynastic circumstances 
was not a straightforward matter of simply 
plotting against the king or attempting harm 
to the king’s person or doing the same to 
his representatives. A great noble or courtier 
close to the king might well lose his head 
through being deemed to have given “evil 
counsel” to the monarch, even though that 
counsel had been accepted and acted upon 
by the king. The “evil counsellor” would 
be blamed (and probably executed) to ensure 
that the monarch was not held to account. 

The idea of “evil counsel” had an 
important effect in English constitutional 
development and a consequent broadening 
of the idea of treason. Evil counsellors were 
generally identified not by the king but by 
others, most notably Parliament. Thus the 
practical application of the idea of the evil 
counsellor both reinforced the idea that the 
monarch was not a completely independent 
agent and created the idea that any man 
involved in politics owed not merely his 
formal loyalty to the king (and later the 
people), but also should take care to act and 
speak in a way which would not be to the 
disadvantage of the king and his subjects. 

The notion of treason evolved in Europe 
because monarchs have rarely if ever been 
able to act indiscriminately in their own 
interests. Indeed, European monarchs have 
been remarkably unsuccessful in creating 
efficient and lasting despotisms. Because of 
that, their subjects never truly succumbed 


to politically debilitating ideas such as the 
divine right of kings. Rather they expected 
of a king duty as well self-promotion and 
satisfaction. The concept of the unjust prince 
was well developed by 1100 and culminated 
in the doctrine of tyranicide developed by 
John of Salisbury in the 12th Century. 

Here is Manegold of Lautenbach writing 
in the 11th Century: 


“No man can make himself emperor 
or king; a people sets a man over it 
to the end that he may rule justly, 
giving to every man his own, aiding 
good men and coercing bad, in short, 
that he may give justice to all men. 
If then he violates the agreement 
according to which he was chosen, 
disturbing and confounding the very 
things which he was meant to put in 
order, reason dictates that he 
absolves the people from their 
obedience, especially when he has 
himself first broken the faith which 
bound him and the people together.”! 


For Manegold a people’s allegiance to its 
ruler is a promise to support him in his 
lawful undertakings and is consequently void 
in the case of a tyrant. In a sense, a tyrant 
committed treason by dishonouring the 
office of monarch and its implied and 
inherent obligations. 

Restraints on the monarch were given 
formal status by their coronation oaths. In 
England, Magna Carta (1215) moved 
matters on to another stage where a monarch 


A symbol of treason past: _ 
Traitors Gate, in the 
Tower of London. 

Originally known as 
the Water Gate, but it 
was later changed when 
it was used as the landing 
for the Crown’s enemies. 

Important prisoners 
all entered the Tower 
through this gate. 
According to legend 
when Princess Elizabeth 
arrived on Palm Sunday 
1554 she refused at first 
to land at the gate, 
proclaiming angrily that 
she was no traitor. 


was forced to agree to direct constraints on 
his power. The example of Magna Carta in 
turn led to the development of the English 
Parliament, which moved from a petitioning 
and tax granting body in the 14th century to 
the point where it practically, if not in theory, 
usurped the power of the king. 

As the power of monarchs waned, the 
emphasis of who was betrayed gradually 
moved to the idea that the entire population 
of a country was an entity in itself and 
betrayal of that entity amounted to treason. 
The shift from monarch to people was 
completed with the advent of the formally 
democratic state, where, in theory at least, 
the general population became the sovereign. 

Of what does treason consist in the 
formally democratic nation state? Generally 
it must be the conscious decision to act ina 
way which will weaken the integrity of the 
nation state. Betrayal in the old manner of 
spying or acting for an enemy in war is still 
part of that. But the primary treason in the 
modern formally democratic state is more 
insidious. It is the abrogation of the 
sovereignty of the nation state by 
immersement in larger political entities and 
through the signing of treaties which restrict 
the opportunity for national self- 
determination. 

This raises an interesting question, 
namely can an elected politician commit 
treason if the treasonable activity is part of 
an election manifesto or it is put to a 
referendum? The textbook answer would be 
that ultimate sovereignty in a formal 
democracy lies practically and morally, if 
not always legally, with the electorate. An 
electorate which elects a party or individual 
on a manifesto or votes yes in a referendum 
is considered to be tacitly granting the policy 
legitimacy. However, there are strong 
objections to this interpretation. 

The first is that the treasonable activity 


A sharp shower of rain however, caused her to change her mind. Later when 
as Queen she visited the Tower she insisted on passing through Traitors Gate. 
“What was good enough for Elizabeth the Princess is good enough for Elizabeth 
the Queen”, she is supposed to have told the Constable. 
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may be misrepresented by the party or 
politician. A classic example of this is 
Britain’s entry into what is now the European 
Union (EU). The British electorate were 
undeniably deliberately misled by the 1970 
Tory manifesto into believing that they were 
merely joining a free trade area. They were 
deliberately misled again during the 1975 
referendum on Britain’s continued 
membership. They have been deliberately 
misled consistently in the 25 years since the 
referendum, being told by every government 
that British sovereignty is not being lost, 
when massive amounts have been ceded. 
That is treason by any meaningful definition 
that has ever been used in the past. 

But what if all the sovereignty which had 
been ceded to the EU had been done after it 
was presently honestly to the electorate? 
Suppose every change had been the subject 
of a referendum. Suppose those referendums 
had been conducted with absolute fairness. 
What then? Here the old idea of “evil 
counsellors” has utility. In the modern 
formal democracy, politicians play the role 
of counsellors. Where their counsel is bad 
and the results of it disadvantages the people 
to which they owe their good sense and 
loyalty, then that might be said to be 
treasonable. Our representatives owe us their 
best judgement and courage. If they act ina 
way which is compromised by considerations 
other than their honest judgement and that 
action has results which are treasonable, they 
are guilty of treason. Not only that, but the 
representative must be honest about the 
foreseeable consequences of what they 
propose. In the representative’s special 
position, treason may be committed though 
acts of omission as well as commission, 
through not pointing out consequences. 

What are the great particular treasons 
of our time? They can be defined in terms 
of what causes damage to the viability of 
the nation state. In the case of Britain, the 
most dramatic formal act of damaging the 
nation state has been our membership of the 
EU. But that is only one of a number of 
serious attacks on the British state and 
people. The permitting of mass immigration 
is a profound form of treason, for mass 
immigration is a form of conquest. North 
America is now dominated by the white man 
because of a slow accretion of settlements 
not through sudden and violent conquest. 
To that treason is linked its sister act, the 
attempted cultural cleansing of the native 
population of Britain in general and the 
English in particular, through the wilful 
denigration of the native population of this 
country, the deliberate denial to them of their 
history in our schools and the suppression 
of dissent through the power of the state, 
willingly assisted by segments of the mass 
media. 

To those may be added these others 
which are patently against our interests: 

@ Entering into treaties which remove 
freedom of action from the country, for 


example those governing membership of the 
World Trade Organisation. 

@ The failure to maintain the country’s 
military capacity and the use of what military 
we have in foreign adventures in which 
Britain has no natural interest. 

@ The deliberate refusal to ensure that the 
country’s economic capacity can supply all 
essential items in time of emergency, in 
particular the securing of the food supplies. 
@ The spending of taxpayers’ money on 
foreign peoples. 

All these treasons, and those of the 
preceding paragraphs, apply to a lesser or 
greater degree throughout the First World. 

Our own time has brought a new problem 
of definition to treason. The elite ideology 
of the moment is liberal internationalism. 
This might seem to be a direct challenge to 
the very idea of treason, for where neither 
the primacy of the nation nor the authority 
of a sovereign is recognised, against whom 
is treason committed? The answer is that 
for the liberal internationalist, treason is any 
dissent from his ideology. Treason has put 
on totalitarian clothes. 


Unfortunately, the liberal internationalist 
propaganda has been so successful that 
treason has an old-fashioned ring to the 
modern Briton. It is mocked along with the 
very idea of patriotism. So long have the 
British been at peace, so safe does everyday 
life seem, so ruthlessly have the liberal elite 
and their educational and media 
nomenclatura promoted the idea that the 
time of the nation state is passed, that even 
naturally patriotic Britons find the idea of 
treason an uncomfortable one. 

That is mortally dangerous because a 
belief that treason may be committed is 
vitally important if we wish to maintain our 
independence. The nation state requires a 
concept of treason as a foundation of its 
integrity. We desperately need to understand 
the nature of treason and act upon it for our 
own protection. Q) 


Robert Henderson writes from north London 


1. Quoted by AJ and RW Carlyle in A History 
of Medieval Political Theory in the West, Vol. 
Ill, p 164, nl. 





Steadfast 


An English Awakening 


The aim of Steadfast is to encourage 
the English people to revive and em- 
brace their communal identity, and 
thereby acquire the national self- 
respect and confidence that many of 
them lack. 


To challenge prejudice against the 
English; to expose misrepresentation 
of the English; to fight injustice and 
discrimination that disadvantages the 
English; without fear or favour wher- 
ever it arises. 


We will endeavour to represent and 
further the interests of the English 
community. A newsletter and a series 
of papers addressing issues of impor- 
tance to the English will be distrib- 
uted to supporters. 


For further details, please write, 
enclosing SAE to: 





Steadfast, 27 Old Gloucester 
Street, London WCIN 3XX 
CONCERN FOR FAMILY 

AND WOMANHOOD 
Charity 291323 


Do you believe that the traditional sex roles 
and the traditional family are best for our 


society, and that feminism has gone far too 
far? Then join us! 
Enquiries: CFW, Springfield House 
Chedworth, Cheltenham. 
Tel: 01285 720454 
Website: www.cfw.org.uk 





Tough Talking from 
the Right 


Tough Talking from the Right is a 
quarterly bulletin analysing social and 
political policies from a traditional 
Christian and conservative point of 
view. The subscription is a minimum 
donation of £4.50 for four issues. 
Cheques should be made payable to 
Tough Talking from the Right and sent to: 


The Editor, 
Tough Talking from the Right, 
PO Box 29208, London SE8 3ZU. 


The London 
Swinton Circle 


The London Swinton Circle is a group 
of Conservatives and Unionists whose 
political orientation is Powellite. We 
meet six to eight times a year at the 
Palace of Westminster. Recent speak- 
ers have included Nick Hawkins MP, 
Oliver Letwin MP, Andrew Hunter MP, 
Andrew Robathan MP, Martin Smyth 
MP and Nicholas Winterton MP. 


Membership details are available from: 
The Secretary, 
The London Swinton Circle, 
PO Box 29208, London SE8 3ZU. 


Telephone number 
Please note that the Right Now! 
telephone / fax contact number is 
(0845) 601 3243. 
Calls and faxes to this number are 
charged at the local call rate. Overseas 


callers should dial +44 1507 339056. 
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The ‘extreme Right’ — why it failed 





Adrian Davies finds some answers in a recent autobiography 





any Shades of Black is an intriguing, 

multi-faceted and yet in many ways a 
profoundly depressing book, although the 
author’s flashes of humour keep on breaking 
through the gloom. It is not only the 
autobiography of a man whose story is well 
worth hearing, but a journey to the wilder 
shores of politics in the company of a guide 
who was one of the leading figures on the 
British far Right for more than twenty years. 

Our author was born some seventy-three 
years ago into a middle-class family in 
straitened circumstances. The Beans could 
not afford the upkeep of their fine house at 
Carshalton, so moved to the less genteel 
surroundings of Sidcup, south London, 
where John’s father had found well-paid 
work. Frederick Bean’s death in 1941 
plunged the family into poverty, for those 
were the days before the welfare state, when 
the loss of a breadwinner was calamitous 
for the whole family. 

After a boyhood of less than consistent 
application to his studies, and much 
excitement as the Battle of Britain was fought 
out above his head, Bean joined the Navy 
and saw the world, or at any rate Trinidad. 
This was his first introduction to other 
peoples and cultures. By 1950 he was in India, 
to pursue his career as an industrial chemist. 

Doubtless to the great disappointment 
of any Left-wing readers expecting a 
patronizing and bigoted rant, Bean’s reaction 
to these culture shocks was complex, and 
by no means unsympathetic, though he never 
saw India through rose-tinted spectacles. It 
seems likely that chilling accounts from 
many eye-witnesses of the massacres that 
had marked partition in India instilled in him 
a healthy scepticism about the viability of 
‘richly diverse’ multicultural societies. 

Returning to England for family reasons 
Bean found his interest in politics developing 
along unconventional lines. Disenchanted by 
the envious egalitarianism of Labour, 
disgusted by the pro-Soviet extreme Left, 
yet unimpressed by a Conservative Party that 
seemed to exist only for the purpose of 
holding office without much idea of what to 
do with it, Bean read a copy of Sir Oswald 
Mosley’s book The Greater Britain, and 
soon began to attend meetings of Mosley’s 
Union Movement. 

For all his intellectual and oratorical gifts 
and his magnetic charisma, Mosley was by 
1950 a thoroughly busted flush, although it 
took Bean a few years to realize it. 

Mosley had left the Labour Party in 1931 
in understandable anger at its cowardly 
unwillingness to defy the financial 
establishment by adopting the radical 
economic policies needed to end the slump. 
Following the failure of his New Party to 
make any significant electoral impact, he 
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proclaimed himself a fascist in 1932. 

After some initial success, his BUF 
thoroughly alienated potential supporters by 
its penchant for violence, culminating in the 
Olympia meeting, at which Blackshirt 
stewards fought a pitched battle with 
Communist opponents. No doubt the greater 
fault lay with the Communists, who arrived 
at Olympia armed with knives, bicycle 
chains and coshes, but the Blackshirts had 
amply risen to the occasion, and the public’s 
perception of Mosley as a troublemaker had, 
as Bean candidly acknowledges, a solid 
foundation in fact. Mosley’s decision to ape 
the continental dictators by dressing his 
followers (against Mussolini’s advice) in an 
uniform which was a cross between that of 
a concentration camp guard and a bus 
conductor achieved the remarkable feat of 
making the BUF appear simultaneously 
sinister and ridiculous, a triumph which 
Mosley’s own pale imitators have since 
equalled, and even surpassed. 

After an initial, favourable impression 
of Union Movement formed by meeting 
members of its Lewisham branch who, 
“were distinguished from some other Union 
Movement members that I met later by the 
fact that they all seemed to wash and shave 
regularly... could read and discuss their own 
policy, and... did not seem to suffer from 
sexual aberrations”, Bean gradually became 
disillusioned with Union Movement. Like 
the Bourbons of old, it had learnt nothing 
and forgotten nothing. 

It was at this point that I began to find 
Bean’s book depressing. He quickly saw that 
the majority of Union Movement members 
were chiefly interested in grossly provocative 
marches through areas with large Jewish 
populations in pursuit of much the same kind 


of thrill that football hooligans get from 
brawling with the other side’s fans. The other 
side were the even more unattractive 
Communist and Zionist thugs of the violent 
43 Group led by the convicted black 
marketeer, brothel keeper and homosexual 
paedophile, Herschel ‘Harry’ Bidney. 

Despairing of the futility of such 
‘politics’, Bean left Mosley’s movement. 
After moving to Barnes, he took a relative’s 
advice and joined the local Conservative 
association, in much the same way that 
certain of his contemporaries on the far Left 
were leaving their Trotskyite groupuscules 
to enter the Labour Party. His experiences 
of the Conservative Party were however to 
prove no less discouraging, though in a 
different way, than his time with Mosley: 
“My fellow members’ minds seemed 
dominated by minutes of the previous 
meetings, points of order relating to local 
drainage and other trivia, and a lack of 
interest in looking at policies now that the 
country was ‘back in the safe hands of the 
Conservatives’”. 

Many, faced with such double 
disillusionment, would have abandoned 
politics, but Bean is evidently cast in the 
mould of the Sergeant Major of the Light 
Brigade, who asked the Earl of Cardigan 
after Balaclava whether they should “go 
again”! 

This time his chosen vehicle was not a 
political party, but a pressure group, the 
quaintly named League of Empire Loyalists, 
which campaigned against the scuttle from 
Empire. The LEL had the advantage over 
Union Movement of appealing to British 
patriotism rather than ill-disguised nostalgia 
for dead dictators, while, unlike the 
Conservatives, it had a nobler purpose than 
the orderly management of decline. 

The best of its activists were young 
people inspired by genuine love of country 
and with a natural flair for good publicity, 
not violent marches. Its fatal flaw, however, 
was that its very raison d’étre, the Empire, 
had been doomed for some years before the 
LEL’s formation, probably since the fall of 
Singapore, and certainly by 1945, by which 
time Great Britain had become so abjectly 
dependent upon the anti-colonialist United 
States that it could no longer pursue an 
independent foreign policy. 

Moreover, the bright young things in the 
LEL were a small if conspicuous minority 
of the membership: the majority were retired 
Army officers, colonial civil servants and 
minor aristocrats, many of whom had no 
doubt served Britain courageously and well 
in their day, but were getting distinctly long 
in the tooth by 1955, when Bean joined. 

Bean, who evidently shares George 
Orwell’s view that the working classes are 
the most nationalist section of society, was soon 
pining after mass politics. His involvement 
on behalf of a LEL candidate in a bye- 
election in Lewisham in 1957 only reinforced 
his view that populist electioneering was the 
way ahead. By now, moreover, he had found 
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anew cry: “Stop immigration!” 

Immigration, first from the economically 
declining West Indies and then from the 
Indian sub-continent, first reached 
significant levels in the 1950s. The non- 
European population of Great Britain in 
1939 had been some 30,000 — much less 
than one tenth of one per cent of the 
population (so much for the myth of a 
‘continuing Black presence’ in England!). 

Though Bean was in no sense personally 
hostile to or contemptuous of coloured 
immigrants, he was politically opposed to 
an ill-thought-out policy that betrayed the 
indigenous population’s interests, endangered 
social order in the medium term and national 
identity in the long term for the sake of short 
term economic gain. 

London, which had a non-European 
population of only a few thousand in 1950 
(most of them very recent newcomers), is 
forecast to be a majority Afro-Asian city by 
2010, yet this social revolution has no 
democratic mandate whatsoever. Union 
Movement had opposed coloured 
immigration from its beginnings, but its 
fascist trappings put off the very voters it 
sought to court. By 1958, it was facing 
competition from the newly-formed National 
Labour Party, in which Bean was to play 
the leading role. 

The NLP got off to a fair start, benefiting 
from a heightened sense of public concern 
about immigration following the Notting Hill 
riots of 1958, which came as a great shock 
at the time. (British readers will know that 
rioting and murder have since been instit- 
utionalised in this once-pleasant London 
suburb, under the guise of the annual 
‘Notting Hill Carnival’. During this event 
violent, drug-crazed ‘youths’ rampage through 
the streets, robbing, raping and stabbing, 
more or less at will, while a demoralized, 
acquiescent, politically-correct Metropolitan 
Police tells outright lies to disguise its 
cowardly unwillingness to uphold the law). 

The mayhem of 1958 came as a salutary 
surprise to Londoners, and in 1959 a number 
of NLP candidates recorded respectable, if 
unspectacular, results in ward elections. 

After a brawl with Left-wing extremists 
at St Pancras Town Hall during a bye-election 
meeting, Bean found himself in prison for a 
short while. On his release he made the 
surprising mistake of supping with the devil, 
in the form of Colin Jordan, leader of the 
White Defence League, a man evidently of 
some culture, intellectual attainments and 
physical courage, but who was, and is, a 
Hitler cultist. This association was a capital 
political error, which Bean committed in the 
hope of strengthening his movement’s 
financial base: Jordan had inherited the 
Notting Hill house of a Mrs Leese, the 
wealthy widow of the notorious Arnold 
Spencer Leese. 

The merged organisation of the WDL 
and the NLP was the British National Party, 
with which the present-day party of the same 
name has no formal connection. Within a 


Going nowhere: The National Front parades through London in the late 1980s. 


very short period of time, Bean and the 
majority of BNP members had fallen out 
with Jordan and his small band of Nazi 
followers, with whom they had nothing in 
common ideologically. Jordan left to form 
the National Socialist Movement, which 
failed to take the nation by storm, despite 
the support of the extremely glamorous but 
completely loopy French perfume heiress 
Francoise Dior. 

Back in the real world, Bean and the 
BNP got on with sensible politics, contesting 
a number of wards in Southall, a town badly 
affected by mass immigration. A BNP 
candidate polled 27.5% of the vote in one 
ward at the council elections of 1963, while 
Bean himself polled an impressive 3,410 
votes (9.2%) in the parliamentary 
constituency at the General Election of 
October 1964. 

On 3rd June 1965, New Society, a 
respected Left-leaning journal, wrote of 
Bean’s movement: 

“The break with pre-war Fascism is 
almost complete. The BNP has no ‘Leader’ 
whom it puts forward as a potential dictator 
and it avowedly works within the 
Parliamentary framework, declaring that it 
seeks power in just the same way as the 
orthodox political parties seek power. Bean, 
the leading personality, says he regards 
himself as ‘the drummer boy’ awakening 
public opinion rather than as ‘the new 
Charlemagne’. That this line of policy has 
won success is clear from the results.” 

Perhaps there are some lessons here for 
the future: if so, it is time that the radical 
right learned them. Bean has shown that he, 
at least, is capable of acknowledging 
mistakes made, and regrets many of his own 
over-statements of the past. 

Bean never sought position for himself 
and fully supported moves to merge various 
small Right-wing, but non-fascist, groups 
into a ‘national front’. The concept was 
basically sound, and in due course the new 
party enjoyed heady if short-lived success, 
by the standards of minor parties in British 
politics. 

Bean would have had a good claim to 
the chair of the National Front’s ruling body, 





but willingly deferred to his old LEL chief, 
AK Chesterton, who became the NF’s first 
leader. He was probably wrong to do so. 
‘AK’ had many outstanding qualities, including 
a good war record, and considerable facility 
with the pen, but he was aging and in 
declining health, so the new party’s affairs 
became dominated by a struggle for the 
succession to his slipping crown. 

Surprisingly, Bean, so instrumental in 
the party’s formation, now faded out of its 
leadership circle, for reasons that he does 
not explain very clearly, which is a pity, as 
his readers’ curiosity is roused by the intriguing 
question of why one so well qualified to lead 
chose to decline the purple. 

By 1977 Bean was semi-retired from 
active politics, yet maintaining a lively 
interest in national affairs and the 
vicissitudes of the movement that he had 
done so much to create. This is apparent 
from his very interesting and, inevitably, 
controversial analysis of the failure of the 
National Front to establish itself as a 
permanent feature of the British political 
scene, despite its profound impact on 
political life in the 1970s. This culminated 
in Margaret Thatcher’s “swamping” speech, 
designed to win over the emerging radical- 
Right electoral bloc amongst the indigenous 
working classes for the Tory party. 

In a squalid age when politics is reduced 
to the posturing of Millbank hacks and their 
second rate imitators in Smith Square, 
spinning out the trivial differences between 
two essentially similar parties to an 
increasingly disenchanted electorate, those 
in search of a radical alternative to the 
stifling liberal consensus will find much to 
chew over in the pages of Bean’s book, as 
will anyone with an interest in political 


history. 
Buy, read and inwardly digest, agree or 
disagree, but do not ignore! Q) 


Adrian Davies writes from south London 


Many Shades of Black: Inside Britain’s Far 
Right, John Bean, New Millennium, 259pp, 
pb. Price - £8.95. Many Shades of Black 
may be obtained directly from the author, 
at PO Box 97, Newmarket, Suffolk, CB8 
8WT. (Price includes p&p.) 
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Debate 





The conservative case for the ‘new eugenics’ 





The Right should endorse measures to improve human traits through genetic selection, argues Kevin Lamb 





he seemingly intractable nature of many social problems is inevitably 

leading some on the radical Right to re-examine some of the controversial 
ideas encompassed in the word “eugenics”. Eugenics, which grew out of a mixture 
of Victorian and Edwardian scientific advances and perceived humanitarianism, 
has been advocated in the past by public figures ranging from socialist 
intellectual HG Wells and religious essayist Dean Inge to the Physics Nobel 
Prize-winning scientist William Shockley, who devised the transistor. 

The term covers ideas ranging from the generally uncontroversial — tax 
breaks for married families and dietary alterations — to the emotive and widely 
unacceptable - surgical sterilisation programmes, such as those practised in 
the past by regimes ranging from the German National Socialists to Swedish 
Social Democrats and Teddy Roosevelt’s “New Deal” government (and still 


being carried on by the Chinese today). 


It is an oft-forgotten fact that all governments have a eugenic policy — in 
the sense that many of their policies will inevitably have consequences for the 
future nature and calibre of their populations - even though few governments 
will have given any consideration to those consequences, when framing their 
policies. In many instances the consequences will be dysgenic, or negative in 
their effects - an unpalatable fact for many. 

In accordance with our wish to raise forbidden topics, we offer the following 
essay as a contribution to debate, and would welcome other points of view. 


na series of lectures delivered before the 

Lowell Institute of Boston in the spring 
of 1921, the pioneering social psychologist 
William McDougall” argued: “The great 
condition of the decline of any civilization is 
the inadequacy of the qualities of the people 
who are the bearers of it”. Advanced 
civilizations require certain qualities among 
human traits - intelligence, stable 
temperaments, prudence, self-reliance, 
foresight, maturity, curiosity, and creativity 
-— in order to sustain the evolution of complex 
societies. In essence, the character of a nation 
merely reflects the qualities of a nation’s 
population, for these qualities influence the 
social, political, cultural, and economic 
advancement of any nation. 

Various social and behavioral scientists 
like McDougall supported the improvement 
of human character by selective reproduc- 
tion. Over the years, other advocates of 
eugenics, from Sir Francis Galton to Nobel 
Prize recipients Herman Mueller and 
William Shockley, recognised the importance 
of cultivating and advancing these qualita- 
tive traits as accumulating scientific evidence 
identified a genetic role in the proliferation 
of disease, mental abnormalities, and cer- 
tain social problems, such as criminality and 
alcoholism. 

As a result, legislative measures granted 
various states the intrusive provision of 
involuntary sterilization. A number of US 
states, including California, implemented 
such measures, which eventually led to the 
sterilization of 100,000 Americans. The 1927 
Supreme Court case Buck v Bell upheld the 
state of Virginia’s sterilization programme, 





which led to some 8,300 statewide 
sterilizations in a 50-year span. In delivering 
the opinion of the Court, Chief Justice 
Oliver Wendell Holmes® rejected an 
appellate ruling, which found that the 
plaintiff Carrie Buck had been denied due 
process and equal protection under the 
Fourteenth Amendment. Justice Holmes’s 
wording of the Court’s decree put forth both 
the legal foundation and society’s 
justification for this medical procedure: 

“The judgment finds the facts that have 
been recited and that Carrie Buck ‘is the 
probable potential parent of socially inad- 
equate offspring, likewise afflicted, that she 
may be sexually sterilized without detriment 
to her general health and that her welfare 
and that of society will be promoted by her 
sterilization’, and thereupon makes the or- 
der. In view of the general declarations of 
the Legislature and the specific findings of 
the Court obviously we cannot say as mat- 
ter of law that the grounds do not exist, and 
if they exist they justify the result. We have 
seen more than once that the public wel- 
fare may call upon the best citizens for their 
lives. It would be strange if it could not 
call upon those who already sap the strength 
of the State for these lesser sacrifices, of- 
ten not felt to be such by those concerned, 
in order to prevent our being swamped with 
incompetence. It is better for all the world, 
if instead of waiting to execute degenerate 
offspring for crime, or to let them starve 
for their imbecility, society can prevent 
those who are manifestly unfit from con- 
tinuing their kind... Three generations of 
imbeciles are enough”. 


The increasing liberalization of Western 
societies, most notably the spread of egali- 
tarianism, along with the German atrocities 
of the Second World War, altered public 
perceptions about the ethical nature of eu- 
genics. Whilst coercive sterilizations, such 
as castration, vasectomy or salpingectomy 
(removal of a Fallopian tube), gradually ta- 
pered off, this development coincided with 
the widespread availability of various birth 
control measures. Likewise, a sea change 
of opinion began to shift the cause of ad- 
verse social conditions away from heredity 
to underscore the importance of the envi- 
ronment. This fuelled the expansion of the 
welfare state, which in many Western de- 
mocracies generated a host of cradle-to-grave 
entitlement programmes. In the US, these 
range from Head Start enrichment and 
school lunch nutrition programmes to Med- 
icaid, food stamps, AFDC and other gov- 
ernment sponsored anti-poverty initiatives. 

One primary function of the state, and a 
fundamental tenet of conservative govern- 
ance, is the responsibility to enforce law and 
order - from domestic crime protection to 
the prevention of international terrorism. 
In this regard, two conservative principles 
conflict with each other: the constitutional 
protection of individual rights and personal 
liberty, and the state’s obligation to protect 
its citizenry. 

But although some specific eugenic 
policies raise a host of ethical and political 
concerns, the protection of society by 
maintaining law and order is of paramount 
importance. Everything else depends upon 
it. The dilemma conservatives face is how 
to advance eugenic social policy goals under 
the framework of limited state authority. Yet 
sceptics may ask: what does public safety 
and law enforcement have to do with eugenic 
social policies? 

One answer comes directly from the 
results of a recent study, which shows a 
positive relationship between America’s 
steady decline in violent crime rates and the 
legalization of abortion®. While most 
conservatives remain steadfastly opposed to 
abortion, the Supreme Court ruling in Roe 
v Wade exemplifies the unforeseen 
demographic impact that is implicit in 
Richard Weaver’s dictum of ‘ideas having 
consequences’. 

One residual consequence of granting 
limited abortion ‘rights’ is the unexpected 
decline in violent crime, presumably because 
a disproportionate number of prospective 
future criminals never had the chance to 
practise their trade. The point is not that 
conservatives should abandon their moral 
opposition to abortion or embrace social 
policies on some utilitarian basis where, as 
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in totalitarian regimes, the end justifies the 
means. Yet, in the absence of state- 
sanctioned coercion, what measures can 
nations take to enrich their social, cultural 
and biological qualities and ensure national 
vitality? How can nations maintain the 
cohesive bonds of kinship and culture 
required for national survival while 
protecting conservative traditions of 
individual liberty, private property, free 
enterprise and limited government? 

In recognizing that a nation’s fate rests 
upon the health and vigour of future 
generations, conservatives should advocate 
social policy changes which recognise what 
McDougall once noted: “The greatest asset 
that any nation can desire, one without which 
all other forms of wealth are of no value, 
namely, a population sound and vigorous in 
both mind and body”. Margaret Sanger’s 
dictum - every child a wanted child - is one 
that does not have to mean every unwanted 
pregnancy a discarded foetus, but one in 
which the state can act to strengthen family 
bonds by influencing and encouraging the 
proliferation of healthy children within the 
context of the nuclear family with minimal 
coercive means. Terence Kealey’s recent 
cover story in The Spectator, “Don’t blame 
eugenics, blame politics” (17 March 2001) 
and Matt Ridley’s July 1999 “The New 
Eugenics: Better than the old” from National 
Review imply that conservatives are 
beginning to reassess their conventional 
objections to eugenic policies. 

First, tax rates should encourage family 
cohesion, rather than strain family unity. 
Eliminating marriage penalty taxes, 
increasing child-care deductions, and 
lowering the overall tax base on larger 
families would ease the financial burden of 
raising a family. It could also encourage 
parents to spend more time raising their own 
children without forcing both parents to 
work and pay taxes for the neglected and 
unwanted children of an irresponsible parent. 
Tax rates should reflect a commitment to 
close the differential fertility gap by 
supporting larger families among 
professionals since the nation’s future rests 
with the exceptionally competent and 
intelligent. 

Secondly, society has a moral obligation 
to protect future generations from the cycle 
of welfare dependency by requiring the 
recipients of public funds to limit their 
numbers. Child support payments should 
decrease with each additional dependant so 
as to discourage the proliferation of welfare 
dependency. Welfare should be restricted to 
the dire-need individual who is blind or 
physically disabled. One possible condition 
in extreme cases would require welfare 
recipients to remain on Norplant or the Pill 
for the duration of their public subsistence. 
Likewise, recidivist felons who exhibit a 
pattern of unrestrained violent behaviour, 
first-degree murderers and serial killers, as 
well as severe crack and heroin addicts, 


should forfeit any reproductive or parental 
rights. Arthur Jensen once put it this way: 
“What is worse, preventing someone from 
having a child or preventing a child from 
having a decent set of parents?” [Editor’s 
Note: See RN 22, January 1999, for an 
interview with Arthur Jensen. | 

Third, prospective parents who other- 
wise are incapable of bearing children natu- 
rally should be encouraged through tax 
incentives to seek alternatives from adoption 
to artificial insemination. Selected donor 
profiles should be offered from sperm banks 
so that married professionals who want to 
start their own family would have the en- 
couragement (financial incentive) to raise 
healthy and bright children. Perhaps gov- 
ernment subsidies should assist expectant 
parents to overcome financial obstacles in 
order to receive the latest biomedical pro- 
cedures, like amniocentesis (the sampling 
of amniotic fluid during pregnancy), gene- 
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replacement therapy or organ tissue trans- 
plants in order to prevent congenital health 
complications with their newborn children. 

Conservatives must confront the hard 
choices that await their nation’s future and 
the kind of national culture they can facilitate 
by eugenic means. Rather than complain 
about the prevalence of violent crime, tax 
burdens, bloated welfare programmes and 
the persistence of the underclass, conserva- 
tive lawmakers should consider eugenic- 
oriented goals when drafting legislative pro- 
posals that contemplate what Havelock Ellis 
wrote in The Task of Social Hygiene: “The 
superficially sympathetic man flings a coin 
to the beggar; the more deeply sympathetic 
man builds an almshouse for him so that he 
need no longer beg; but perhaps the most 
radically sympathetic of all is the man who 
arranges that the beggar shall not be born”. 
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When it comes to national destiny, few things 
are as important as the quality of a nation’s 
gene pool. Q) 
Kevin Lamb is a frequent contributor 

to Right Now! 


1. William McDougall, born 1871. Psychologist. 
Various posts at St John’s College, Cambridge; 
Oxford; Harvard and Duke University, North 
Carolina. Author of Introduction to Social 
Psychology (1908), An Outline of Psychology 
(1923) and Abnormal Psychology (1926). FRS, 
1912. Died 1938 

2. Oliver Wendell Holmes, born c. 1841. 
Professor of Law at Harvard and Chief Justice of 
the Massachusetts Supreme Court 1899-1902. 
Served in the Supreme Court from 1909 to 1932. 
His treatise, The Common Law (1881), is now 
regarded as a legal classic. Died 1935. Not to be 
confused with the belletrist Oliver Wendell 
Holmes (1809-1894) 

3. Miller, D W “Exploring the Link Between 
Abortion and Crime Rates” Chronicle of Higher 
Education, 18 May 2001; Donohue, John J, II 
and Stephen D Levitt “The Impact of Legalized 
Abortion on Crime” Quarterly Journal of 
Economics Vol. 116, No 2, May 2001 
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The abolition of England? 





Colin Ray says that England deserves her own parliament 
- for the sake of the United Kingdom 





n a letter published in the Bradford 

Telegraph and Argus (22nd February 
2001), Tony Blair was asked, by a member 
of the Campaign for an English Parliament, 
“Can you please explain why devolution 
means a national parliament for Scotland and 
a national assembly for Wales, but the 
partitioning of England into regions? Is 
England not a nation?” 

Mr Blair replied, “I certainly recognise 
that England is a nation”. He continued, 
“But it is exactly because England makes 
up such an overwhelming proportion of the 
UK’s whole population, that I think it right 
that we gave Scotland, Wales and Northern 
Ireland the right to decide whether they 
wanted more say over their own affairs 
within the United Kingdom. We are not 
partitioning England into regions. We have 
set up Regional Development Agencies - 
such as in Yorkshire and Humberside - to 
help tackle local economic problems and 
attract new jobs”. 

On the one hand Mr Blair recognises 
that England is a nation (by the way, it makes 
a refreshing change for a British politician 
to recognise this publicly). On the other 
hand, the Celtic nations now have more say 
over their affairs, while England does not, 
because of its relative size. But surely every 
nation — and England has been a nation since 
the 10th Century - deserves its own national 
parliament. Why are the English not entitled 
to the same recognition and status as the 
Scots or Welsh? Instead, England’s affairs 
are decided on by the rump of the UK 
Parliament with the devolved Scots, Welsh 
and Irish voting on and deciding what is 
best for England — although England retains 
the dubious honour of providing the bulk of 
the funding for the UK under the outdated 
Barnett Formula. The devolved parliament 
and assemblies can even vote for themselves 
on measures that require more spending at 
the expense of the English taxpayer, thus 
leaving the English at a financial, as well as 
political, disadvantage. 

Instead of having its own parliament, 
based on the Scottish model, within the 
framework of the Parliament of the United 
Kingdom, England is left with an ill- 
conceived plan for regional assemblies, 
designed with total disregard for the history, 
culture, boundaries and identity of the 
English. 

The new structure is giving rise to 
considerable bad-feeling. There are signs of 
increasing acrimony between Englishman 
and Scot, with English disgruntlement being 
expressed about the disparity in treatment 
that favours Scotland over England. How 
long will it be before the Welsh, understandably 
enough, join the fray to voice concern over 


their unequal treatment relative to Scotland? 

And if Mr Blair spoke the truth about 
not partitioning England, then why are the 
regional assemblies being established? For 
example, the North East Regional Assembly 
held a Plenary Committee meeting on 13th 
December 2000 at which the guest speaker 
was Hilary Armstrong, then Minister for the 
Regions. Already, the Committee of the 
North East Regional Assembly has published 
literature in which the opening sentence 
describes the north-east as being different. 
It goes on to say. “The people of the region 
share a history and culture that is unique”. 
The language used is designed to 
differentiate the identity of the people of the 
north-east from the rest of England. I suspect 
that the assemblies in the other regions will 
use similar language in order to encourage 
the local people to feel that they are different 
from other parts of England, in order to 
assure public support for regionalism. 


Fragmenting England into regions will set 
Englishman against Englishman. 
Arguments over the financing of the 
regions are likely to cause even greater 
friction. The Regional Assembly of London 
has fired the opening shots by claiming that 
more of the vast wealth created in London 
should be used to benefit Londoners, which 
would mean less money leaving London for 
other regions. There is little reason to 
suppose that others - eg, the South-east of 
England Regional Assembly - would not use 
similar arguments. Where would this leave 


the poorer regions, such as the north-east? 
How would the United Kingdom government 
overcome this, with Scots, Welsh and 
Irish MPs voting on affairs that are 
exclusively English - especially when 
extra funding for the English regions means 
less funding for their constituents? 

There is some evidence to suggest that 
devolution for the United Kingdom is 
not driven by the higher ideals of greater 
democracy and autonomy for the nations that 
make up the UK but is the result of the 
European Union’s policy of a Europe of 
Regions. In 1997 the European Parliament 
published a map showing member states, 
regions and administrative units. England, 
as a nation with definable boundaries, was 
completely omitted, divided into nine 
regions, while Scotland, Wales and Northern 
Ireland retained their national identities and 
integrity, albeit as part of the Europe of 
Regions. It seems at least possible that the 
devolution process was not motivated by a 
desire for greater democracy for the United 
Kingdom but was instead dictated by 
the European Union. 

Paradoxically, an English Parliament 
might actually strengthen a devolved United 
Kingdom, by addressing legitimate English 
grievances. On the other hand, an England 





fragmented into nine regions is more likely 
to result in not just the abolition of England 
as a nation state but also the complete break 
up of the UK. Can this really be described 
as patriotism, Mr Blair? QO 


Colin Ray is a member of the English 
Parliament Movement. For more information, 
please contact: Campaign for an English 
Parliament, 1 Providence Street, King’s 
Lynn, Norfolk PE30 5ET. 


Website: www.englishpm.demon.co.uk 
E-mail: cep@englishpm.demon.co.uk 
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eaving aside New Age Travellers, or 

mobile hippies, and disregarding east 
European refugees, there are two main types 
of travelling folk, or trailer-dwellers, in 
England. These are Romany gipsies and 
Irish tinkers. These two types do mix at 
times, and influence one another, but I have 
never known them to share a camping 
ground, official or unofficial. The ‘gipsy 
site’ by London’s Westway is an Irish tinker 
settlement, the one next to Hackney dog 
track is a Romany site. Both are legal, 
council-run sites, but if one type of traveller 
moves in, the other must stay out or start a 
fight. Within these broad outlines, the 
various clans and families of tinkers and 
Romanies are often in a state of internal 
hostility. 

Romany gipsies are said to have come 
to England in the 15th Century, a migratory 
tribe from India. Today there are many 
Romanies in England with Indian mannerisms 
and appearance, but many more who 
resemble East End cockneys, with blond hair 
or shaved heads, skinhead style. 

Irish tinkers have no Indian heritage. 
They are of the same stock as other Irish 
people, as their surnames, red hair and 
freckles testify. Some people believe they 
originated from bands of travelling 
armourers in the Middle Ages. When 
armour became obsolete, they turned their 
metal-working skills to a humbler purpose, 
the mending of pots and pans. Until 30 years 
ago, they were real travelling tinkers, able 
to make a living by soldering broken kettles 
and metal buckets. When prosperity brought 
piped water and plastic utensils to rural 
Ireland, metal basins, kettles and buckets 
were thrown out. Tinkers became Irish 
travellers. (Today the word “tinker” is 
considered somewhat impolite.) 

The Romany in England and the traveller 
in Ireland both lost their traditional 
occupations but have acquired new ones, 
notably tarmaccing of drives. I can find no 
reference to Irish tinkers in mainland Britain 
before the year 1858, when George Borrow 
encountered them in north Wales, just off 
the Irish ferry. Today there is much coming 
and going of Irish travellers on the ferries. 
Sometimes they surge on board in great 
numbers, not all of them purchasing tickets. 
A cheerful anarchy seems characteristic of 
tinkerdom. I think it probable that Irish 
travellers outnumber English Romanies in 
England today. They have usurped the name 
“gipsy” since the name “Irish traveller” 
makes no sense to those who have been born 
in England. 

In Ireland, the travellers are a semi-rural 
people, to be seen at every horse fair. Over 
here, the Romanies cling firmly to their 
horse-dealer niche. Every Wednesday, 
English Romanies can be seen bidding 
spiritedly at Southall Horse Market. Partly 
excluded from horsiness in England, 
travellers are growing ever more urban. Like 
any Irishman, the tinker-travellers know a 





Travelling folk 





Roy Kerridge provides a whiff of the open road 





great deal about building work. Whenever 
a headline in a local paper declares “Rogue 
Repairman Fleeces Householder”, you may 
catch sight of an Irish traveller disappearing 
around a corner! I’m not saying that all 
White Van Men are Irish travellers, but every 
Irish traveller seems to own a white van. 
White vans galore were seen at a big tinker 
funeral in Kensal Green recently. The 
deceased’s van had been decorated with 
flowers. A terrific graveside brawl ensured 
between various relatives, and police and 
ambulance men were called. I was dismayed 
at the brutal faces I saw among the traveller 
men. English descendants of Irish travellers 
share a good measure of our national decline. 

Romany gipsies are a cleanly people, 
who dig latrine trenches beside their usual 
camps, and fill them in afterwards. Not all 
of them tidy up a site when they leave, but 
most will still do so. Irish travellers, English- 
style, have long since ceased to tidy up. 
English Romanies (unlike their east 
European counterparts) seldom beg, while 
Irish travellers often regard begging as a way 
of life, and train their children up in it. 

I have generally found Irish traveller 
carpet sellers to be the salt of the earth (or 
fluff of the carpet). Their children are often 
able to read and write, and so are of great 
help to their elders. Although barred by 
Romanies from most rural English pursuits, 
such as fair-going, Irish travellers have their 
own calendar of festivities, many of a 
religious nature. 

It is pleasant to see Irish travellers take 
part in the Roman Catholic pilgrimage to St 
Winifred’s Well in north Wales, held every 
June. Saint Winifred (or Winefride) is the 
lady whose head was cut off by a local prince 
and stuck on again by a local saint. Travellers 
from far and wide come to Wales for the 
open-air service. For them, the high point 
of the day is when they plunge into a sacred 
pool with their clothes on! Although the 
travellers enjoy this, especially if the weather 
is hot, the plunge has a serious purpose. 
They believe the water, blessed by St Beuno 
in the Dark Ages, to have powers of healing 
and purification. Traveller anarchism is to 
the fore here, as the priests in charge of the 
service invariably forbid the public to enter 
the pool. Politely, the travellers agree, then 
jump in regardless. 

Traveller girls, gorgeously attired, look 
forward to the visit of the camp-site 
matchmaker, a feature of the festival. 
Against the wishes of the council, the 
roguish Romanies of Barnet Horse Fair 
sometimes rope off sections of public 
roadway for bareback horse riding. 

Both Irish travellers and English 
Romanies (and gipsydom worldwide) keep 


up old artistic traditions forsaken by non- 
gipsy countryfolk, particularly wood-carving, 
toy-making and music-making. The Romany 
Locke family, of the English-Welsh borders, 
were noted traditional musicians and singers 
until modern times. (They have now 
succumbed to country and western music.) 
Irish songs and music, with an extra lilt 
and a stronger accent, are well-known to 
most tinkers. One of these ditties tells how: 
“Sullivan John, to the road you’ve gone, far 
away from your native home / You’ve gone 
with a tinker’s daughter, far along the road 
to roam”. 

The song goes on to describe a tinker’s 
life of recent times: “I met Kate Coffey, she’d 
a neat baby, ‘twas behind on her back 
strapped on. / She’s an ould ash plant all in 
her hand for to drive the donkey on. / 
Enquiring at every farmer’s house, as along 
the road she passed / It’s where would you 
get an ould pot to mend or where would she 
swap an ass?” 

But the last line of the song is put in the 
mouth of Sullivan John: “Oh bad luck to 
the day that I went away to join with the 
tinkers’ band.” 

How can life be made easier for gipsy 
travellers and we “house people” they meet 
along the way? Travellers are not ‘homeless’, 
and do not always take kindly to council 
house life. “Housed travellers” sometimes 
use their backyards for car-coping, to the 
annoyance of neighbours. In eastern Europe, 
communist officials in many countries forced 
gipsies to leave the road and live in houses. 
We see their descendants today at Tube 
stations in London. With their traditional 
way of life destroyed, and their non-gipsy 
neighbours unfriendly, these people have 
become beggar gipsies. Many know no other 
life and claim that ‘begging is their culture’. 
Before communist settlement, the gipsies 
had been peddlers, entertainers and 
craftsmen. 

In England, Romany gipsies show the 
way. Increasingly, individual Romanies are 
buying fields to use as camps for family and 
friends who pass that way. Though hampered 
by planning regulations, they are in effect 
making their own gipsy sites, each site 
attuned to a particular sort of gipsy. (If you 
throw all gipsies together into one site, you 
are going to start a war.) Should Irish 
travellers be encouraged to buy their own 
camping grounds, they might well take good 
care of them. 

They say that every traveller man has 
£1,000 in notes hidden on his person, and 
very often they say the truth! It might not 
work, but it’s worth a try! Q 


Roy Kerridge writes from north London 
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The music of 


monarchy 


n this, the year of the Queen’s 75th 

birthday, it is worth examining and 
celebrating some of the magnificent 
recordings of British ceremonial music 
currently available. 

The tradition of royal music stretches far 
back into our history. Handel’s Coronation 
Anthems, of which ‘The King Shall Rejoice’ 
and ‘Zadok the Priest’ are the most famous, 
stand at the apex of the regal 18th Century 
tradition. In 1977, Sir John Pritchard made 
a distinguished recording of the anthems 
with the Huddersfield Choral Society and 
the Northern Sinfonia, but in more recent 
years, the passion for period performance 
has resulted in a crop of crisp, baroque 
versions, by specialists such as the King’s 
Consort. And the movement for authentic 
performance has provided us with numerous 
discs of Purcell’s celebratory and funeral 
music for Queen Mary. The Arc of Light 
label, for example, takes us back into 17th- 
Century England, with a remarkable array 
of the composer’s work for the Royal Court, 
played by Westminster Abbey forces under 
the baton of Martin Neary. 

More recently, for Elizabeth’s coronation 
in 1953, Sir William Walton composed the 
“March, Orb & Sceptre’ - a grand, Elgarian 
affair, and a natural successor to ‘Crown 
Imperial’, the composer’s contribution to the 


1937 coronation. ‘Orb & Sceptre’, though, 
is not merely a nostalgic looking back to 
past glories: the music fizzes with restless 
energy, evokes some of the modern self- 
confidence of the Festival of Britain era, and 
contains much of the slick sophistication 
found in Walton’s ‘Scapino’ and ‘Johannes- 
burg Festival’ overtures. And there are some 
fine recordings from which to choose. For 
sheer brilliance, panache and an exceptional 
recorded sound, the Philharmonia 
performance on the Chandos label, under 
the baton of Sir David Willcocks, is hard to 
beat. There is an interesting addition: the 
‘Anniversary Fanfare’ - a call-to-arms for a 
mass of brass instruments, and played as a 
prelude to ‘Orb & Sceptre’. Turn up the 
volume, close your eyes, and imagine the 
royal heralds and trumpeters! 

The Walton marches, of course, have 
been much recorded elsewhere: by Sir 
Charles Groves and the Royal Liverpool 
Philharmonic on EMI, and by the Royal 
Philharmonic and André Previn. Sir Adrian 
Boult and the London Philharmonic 
produced a stirring performance in the 
studio, again for EMI, with Sir Adrian using 
the unfamiliar and longer original version 
of ‘Crown Imperial’. All the versions 
mentioned are worthy and full of colour and 
life. Yet Walton was not the only mid-20th 
Century composer who ‘showed the flag’. 

Sir Arthur Bliss, famous for his film 
music for Things to Come, wrote a march 
to welcome the young Queen back from her 
first Commonwealth Tour. Appropriately 
enough, it was called ‘Welcome the Queen’ 
and one can imagine the work as a musical 
background to a newsreel report from the 
era. Decca recorded the piece, with the 
London Symphony Orchestra conducted by 
the composer - the rest of the record being 
devoted to Elgar’s five, perpetually fresh 
‘Pomp and Circumstance Marches’. 

But let us not fall into the trap of 
assuming (as the modern Left tends to do) 
that royal music is the preserve of ‘jingoists’ 
and Right-wingers. The monarchical music 


of Sir Michael Tippett and Benjamin Britten 
- both pacifists and (broadly speaking) of 
the Left - was heartfelt and sincere, although 
of a different type to that of Walton and Bliss. 
Although Britten had left England at the 
beginning of the Second World War, 
journeying to the United States, the composer 
felt a profound homesickness. This 
experience, so the composer said, made him 
feel rootless and he longed for the Suffolk 
coast of his childhood. Britten soon returned 
and dominated the post-war musical scene, 
with the Aldeburgh Festival as his foundation 
and musical powerhouse. 

This complicated figure went on to 
compose the coronation opera, Gloriana, a 
Silver Jubilee ‘Welcome Ode’, and an 
arrangement of the national anthem. Before 
the war, he had even written music for a 
radio broadcast on the theme of King Arthur. 
This obscure work has only recently been 
rediscovered, reconstructed and recorded - 
the finished product available on the 
Chandos label and played by the BBC 
Philharmonic under Richard Hickox. 
Tippett’s celebrated Royal work is the 1948 
‘Suite for the Birthday of Prince Charles’ - 
a tender, lyrical piece, with a faint seam of 
old English music and folk-song running 
through it. Sir Michael’s own recording with 
the English Northern Philharmonia is 
invigorating and definitive. Tippett also 
contributed a vocal piece to A Garland for 
the Queen, a loyal, collective tribute to Her 
Majesty by several English composers. 

But what of today, the age of shopping 
malls and dozens of television channels? 
How many composers in modern Britain are 
currently working on new pieces to celebrate 
the life of our Head of State and the 
institution of monarchy? We await the results 
with interest, although it is probably safe to 
say that the whole notion of the Jubilee is 
an embarrassment and an object of ridicule 
to the modern artistic establishment - 
obsessed as it is by “breaking icons’ and 
being ‘diverse’. 

Stuart Millson 





TORY BELCH ER 
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Spice an 
“The cookery of a nation is just as much 
a part of its customs and traditions as are 
its laws and language” 


P Morton Shand, 
The Book of Food, 1929 





Lemon syllabub 


A simple and refreshing dessert, syllabub 
is an Elizabethan mix of frothy cream and 
wine from Sillery in the Champagne 
region of France. “Bub” was a slang term 
for a bubbly drink. Charles II was so fond 
of syllabubs that he is reputed to have kept 
cows in St James’s Park so that if he 
became thirsty during a walk he could have 
them milked into a bowl of sweetened 
wine. 

Ingredients 

1 pint of double cream 

3/4 pint of white wine 

4 oz caster sugar 

Grated rind and juice of 2 lemons. 


Preparation 


Beat all the ingredients until the mixture 
is thick — use a blender if you have one. 
Pour into serving glasses and chill 
overnight. Best eaten with sponge biscuits. 


For a variation substitute equal quantities 
of brandy and sherry for the wine (about 
3 tablespoons of each). 


Serves four to six. ee 
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Vermeer and the 


Delft School 


Delft, near The Hague, is best known for 
Delftware, the distinctive blue and white 
faience which has been much imitated but 
never bettered. But it was also the home of 
a distinguished school of Dutch painting, 
famous for its naturalism and the innovative 
use of light. The city was full of wealthy 
merchants and famous for its manufactures 
(two fine examples of Delft silverworking 
are displayed within the exhibition), so it 
was a good place for a painter to live and 
work. The most famous of the city’s painters 
was Johannes Vermeer (1632-1675). 

Vermeer, whom Sir William Orpen 
called “possibly the greatest colourist who 
ever lived” and EV Lucas “the perfect 
painter”, is today deservedly famous for his 
idealised depictions of women - although 
he never became rich and was neglected for 
almost two centuries after his death. All he 
left to his wife and eight children were 26 
unsold paintings, and his widow’s affairs 
were handed over to a liquidator (the famous 
naturalist, Leeuwenhoek). Some of his most 
luminous paintings are here, like The 
Milkmaid, Woman Seated at a Virginal and 
The Art of Painting - although not Head of 
a Young Girl, which is widely regarded as 
his greatest work of portraiture. There are 
also his three earliest paintings — two scenes 
from the Bible and the somewhat less 
improving The Procuress. His works are well 
complemented by charming town views and 
evocative domestic scenes by painters like 
de Hooch and Fabritius. 

This much-talked about exhibition is 
very popular and there are long queues for 
admission (advance booking recommended). 
But for a glimpse of European culture at its 
most intellectually and visually satisfying - 
and to get some idea of what everyday life 
in 17th Century Holland looked like - get 
yourselves down to Trafalgar Square nice 
and early (the exhibition opens at 10am), 
or on Wednesday, Saturday or Sunday 
evenings, when the exhibition stays open 
until 8.55pm (last admissions 8.15pm) 


Derek Turner 


Sainsbury Wing, National Gallery. Ends 
16th September. Tickets £8 (concessions £6). 
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The Dictionary of 


Dangerous Words 


Digby Anderson (Ed), Social Affairs 
Unit, London, hb, ca 150pps, £5.95 


Reviewed by Alexander North 


In this entertaining little volume Digby 
Anderson and friends* from the Social 
Affairs Unit* have followed closely in the 
footsteps of Ambrose Bierce’s classic The 
Devil’s Dictionary. Like its spiritual prede- 
cessor, The Dictionary of Dangerous Words 
is a mirror on the delusions, foibles, para- 
noias and errors of the age, typified in our 
case by a moral relativism which holds all 
values and judgements* to be equally valid* 
— except, naturally, those upheld by the 
“forces of conservatism”. 

Readers will find their own favourites 
amongst the lexicon. Your reviewer 
particularly enjoyed the definition of 
Development Aid* as “a system whereby 
the poor in rich countries help to line the 
Swiss bank accounts of the rich in poor coun- 
tries”. But although their approach is 
humorous, the authors of Dangerous Words 
would agree that the underlying issues are 
deadly serious. 

When, in 1991, journalists discovered a 
Californian-based phenomenon called 
“political correctness”, with its “vertically 
challenged” dwarves and psychopaths as 
“persons with difficult-to-meet needs”, few 
looked beyond the buffoonery to discern a 
more sinister agenda. Yet linguists have long 
argued that language is our key to “con- 
structing” reality*. As the feminist poet 
Betsy Warland puts it, “Change language 
and we change everything”. Dangerous 
Words reminds us that this objective is well 
on the way to attainment and how, as Orwell 
recognized in his nightmare creation 
Newspeak, “incorrect” thoughts can be sub- 
merged because the vocabulary with which 
to express them no longer exists. It is now 
impossible, for example, to describe an 
intimate* relationship between two people 
without implying a sexual liaison. Thus “a 
doctor might talk about ‘my partner* Dr X’ 
only to suffer severe embarrassment when 
he sees a look of liberal complicity spread- 
ing on the face of his listeners”. 

There is, however, one extraordinary 
omission. “Racism” is not defined in Dan- 
gerous Words. As this is unlikely to be 
through cowardice on the part of the authors, 
this is surely an error. “Racism” is assur- 
edly both one of the most dangerous words 
of all and the best illustration of how liber- 
als manipulate vocabulary. In the dictionary 
definition, “racists” display antagonism 
towards members of other races. However, 
this is not enough for the Commission for 
Racial Equality, which adds the crucial rider 
“...and (have) power to institute and enforce 
their prejudices and discrimination”.* So 
“racism” can only be practised by, in the 


“Bacon 


“Reading maketh a full man” 


memorable words of one Washington 
psychiatrist, members of the “mutant albino 
genetic-recessive global minority”. 

When Dr Leonard Jeffries, Chairman 
of the Afro-American Studies Department 
of the City University* of New York, 
applauded the Challenger space shuttle 
accident* as preventing the white man from 
“spreading his filth throughout the 
universe”, he could therefore do so without 
fear of serious censure. More insidiously, 
because it has been converted into actual 
policy, we can cite the Macpherson Report, 
where, under the guise of countering rac- 
ism, blacks* — be they the victims* or the 
perpetrators of crime* - are to be accorded 
preferential treatment. 

Finally, because the mere word “racist” 
induces — as it is intended to - a Pavlovian 
reaction of revulsion and horror, invoking it 
against an opponent is a formidable and usu- 
ally successful tactic. This useful beach-head 
is now being extended to other aspects of 
the liberal orthodoxy: “Xenophobe”* is now 
used “exclusively ... to describe in one word 
anyone in Britain who questions any aspect 
of the European Union”. 

A more general limitation in Dangerous 
Words stems from almost all the contribu- 
tors being confirmed Thatcherites. They 
detect an irony in that, whereas “in eco- 
nomics, capitalism* may be the only show 
in town ... in culture* there is no question. 
It is firmly in the grip of the liberals”. As 
Digby Anderson continues in his Afterword, 
“T am not sure theirs is not the greater vic- 
tory”. Right Now! readers probably have 





fewer doubts. Unfortunately, the concept that 
economic and social* liberalism might be 
bedfellows is evidently too dangerous even 
for the authors of Dangerous Words. 

In one of its few optimistic notes, Dan- 
gerous Words tells us that “history is full of 
examples of history coming to a turning point 
and yet failing to turn”. Let us hope that 
this assessment is correct. Meanwhile, 
conservatives will undoubtedly find a wry 
entertainment in its pages. But if we accept 
Digby Anderson’s gloomy assessment that 
“there is not one word which has changed 
its meaning towards a conservative or reac- 
tionary ideal”, then this is indicative of the 
extent of liberalism’s triumph. Dangerous 
Words is a species of gallows humour; thus 
might the French aristocrats have quipped 
in the tumbrels. The poisoning of language 
that it describes is the now not-so-thin end 
of a very dangerous wedge. It is certainly 
time to re-read George Orwell’s essay on 
Newspeak in the appendix to Nineteen 
Eighty-Four. Indeed, one suspects that 
Orwell - who is these days quoted far more 
often by the Right* than by the Left* - would 
have approved of Dangerous Words, and 
might well have been a contributor. 

(Words marked * are defined in The 
Dictionary of Dangerous Words. The book 
can be obtained from the Social Affairs Unit, 
314-322 Regent Street, London, W1B 3BB) 


Alexander North writes from Middlesex 


BSE: A Disaster of Biblical 
proportions or a Disaster of 
British Science? 


Dr Janie Axelrad, Hampden Trust, 
London, 2001, pb, 80pps, £5.00 


Reviewed by Antony Flew 


This monograph reporting privately funded 
research reveals more of the reasons why 
the epidemic of Bovine Spongiform 
Encephalopathy (BSE) among cows which 
began in 1985 did not lead to an epidemic 
of new variant Creutzfeldt-Jacob Disease 
(CJD) among human beings - which would 
have been a “disaster of Biblical 
proportions” — than could be learned from 
the official enquiry. It also reveals the 
reasons why very extensive taxpayer-funded 
researches did not discover the answers and 
why the most promising researches have 
never yet been funded at all. 

The morals drawn here about the 
responses to one actual and one falsely 
predicted epidemic have a much wider 
application. The crux is that researches must 
be funded before the researchers can produce 
any findings. Decisions about allocating 
taxpayer-financed research grants have to be 
made by experts. The danger — all too richly 
realised in the present case - is that such 
individuals become so committed to their 
own chosen lines of investigation that they 
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refuse to permit the financing of any rivals. 
The most likely cause of BSE infection was 
the employment of organophosphate 
pesticides. But for this line of investigation 
no researchers have ever been funded. 
Chemical companies do not want them 
discovering the harmfulness of their 
products, while the allocators of taxpayer 
funding permit no challenges to their own, 
quite different ideas. 
Antony Flew is emeritus professor of 
philosophy at the University of Reading 


Blowing the Whistle 


Paul van Buitenen, Politicos, London, 
2000, 262 pps, £7.99 


Reviewed by Allan Robertson 





Paul van Buitenen was an assistant auditor 
in the Financial Control Directorate of the 
European Commission in Brussels. In early 
1999 his report to the European Parliament 
on internal corruption and fraud at the heart 
of the Commission led to the resignation of 
the entire Commission in March 1999. 

Paul van Buitenen is a Christian, 
worshipping at an Anglican church, and is 
a member of the Flemish Green Party. He 
does not favour a United States of Europe 
but argues that due to global interdependence 
many problems cannot be solved at national 
level (eg, restricting the emission of harmful 
gases). He believes that much good work is 
still being done by the Commission and that 
real corruption is the exception. 

The chapter entitled “Europe in a 
nutshell” helpfully explains terms which 
ordinary people may have difficulty with, 
such as “transparency”, “openness”, 
“technical assistance offices” and “conflicts 
of interest”. Subsequent chapters take the 
reader through the fraud and corruption he 
encountered when investigating the 
Leonardo da Vinci programme being run by 
the Leonardo Technical Assistance office, 
the company Euroconseil running a tourism 
contract for the European Commission and 
Commissioner Cresson’s use of her dentist 
to provide research for an AIDS programme. 

In most cases, the corruption could have 
been stopped if there had been the political 
will to use the Commission’s own internal 
procedures governing contracts and 
appointments. The Commission’s failure to 
take action when the irregularities had been 
revealed by the author drove him to send a 
long paper to the Court of Auditors and the 
European Parliament in December 1988. 
The author’s ‘whistleblowing’ set off a chain 
of events in the first quarter of 1999, 
culminating in the resignation of the entire 
Commission. 

Van Buitenen and his wife suffered 
considerable stress and ill-health throughout 
1999. The author was placed under 
surveillance by the Commission, suspended 
from his job and placed on half-pay. When 
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Dumbing Down 


Democracy 


| The Rape of the Constitution? 
4 Edited by Keith Sutherland. 384 pp. (pbk.), 
£12.95. Foreword by Michael Beloff QC 


Lord Hailsham once claimed that if you removed a brick 
. from the wall of the constitution the building would 
collapse. This book contains 28 essays on Blair’s 
constitutional agenda from Tony Benn, Peter Carrington, 
Tam Dalyell, Jonathan Freedland, Peter Hitchens, Simon | 
Hughes, Mick Hume, Roy Jenkins, Simon Jenkins, Peter 
Oborne, Conrad Russell, Peter Shore, Michael Spicer, | 
Norman Tebbit, Bernard Weatherill and others. 










‘Timely and important’ Times Lit. Supp. 

—. ‘Raises many important questions’ T.H.E.S. 
| ‘Could scarcely be more timely or more needed’ John Humphrys 
_‘T only wonder if you need that question mark in the title’ Margaret Thatcher 


Dumbing Down: Culture, 


Politics and the Mass Media 
Edited by Ivo Mosley. 336 pp. (pbk.), £12.95 


Never before has so much cleverness been used to such 
stupid ends. The cleverness is in the creation of markets | 
and new media; the stupid ends are in the destruction of 
community, responsibility, morality, art, religion and the 
natural world. 30 essays by authors including David Lee, 
Dominic Hobson, Tam Dalyell, Nicholas Mosley, Adam 
/ Boulton, Laura Gascoigne and Claire Fox. 


‘Entertaining and informative’ Literary Review 
‘A map of the moronic inferno’ PN Review 
‘If there is hope at all it lies in the existence of books like this’ Daily Mail 


Holding Up A Mirror: How 


Civilizations Decline 
Anne Glyn-Jones. 652 pp. (pbk.), £14.95 


Using theatre as a measure of society’s health, this book 
shows that Ancient Greece and Rome, Medieval 
Christendom and our own contemporary society all 
follow the same pattern: prosperity thrives on the) 
conviction that the material world alone constitutes 
‘reality’, but that very conviction undermines moral 
absolutes and leads to cultural and social disintegration. 
‘Visionary’. Bryan Appleyard, Sunday Times 


Special offer to Right Now! readers: £2 off per book 
Order direct from Imprint Academic, PO Box 1, Thorverton EX5 5YX, UK 


Phone: (0)1392 841600 Fax: (0)1392 841478 http://www.imprint.co.uk 
Add £1.95 total p&p per order (UK). Mastercard Visa Amex Switch Delta 




















RUHE SLY R- CORES 


“These are books to be read and enjoyed by all who love freedom 
and democracy and mistrust the aspirations of the state. The debate 


they ought to inspire is a debate our country desperately needs.” 
Chris Woodhead, Sunday Telegraph 
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Pooks 


Continued from 
page 19 


he did return to work at the Commission it 
was in a different department and doing work 
for which he did not consider himself 
qualified. They also had to put up with a 
great deal of media intrusion into their lives. 
The author describes his relations with his 
colleagues. Many remained loyal to him but 
would only communicate with him 
surreptitiously. He also received additional 
information on corruption in the EU and 
had to fight hard to protect the identity of 
his sources. 

The final chapter reviews a list of the 
measures which the Prodi Commission 
needs to put in place to stop the kind of 
corruption which the author describes in his 
book, although Van Buitenen is not 
optimistic that the political will will be found 
to implement these. The book is a very 
interesting and readable account of a very 
complex story. It suffers from the lack of an 
index, but by way of compensation it 
includes Van Buitenen’s wife’s comments 
and thoughts on the critical developments 
as they occurred. 

Blowing the Whistle will do nothing to 
enhance Eurosceptical opinion on the EU. 
The big question is whether the peoples of 
Europe can overthrow this corrupt elite 
governing in our name. It is to be hoped 
that last September’s result in Denmark and 
June’s Irish vote will set off a chain reaction 
which over time will breach the dam. 


Blowing The Whistle can be obtained from 
Politico’s, 8 Artillery Row, London, 

SWI1P 1RZ 
Allan Robertson is a Contributing Editor, 
Right Now 


Calling all 
students and 


graduates - 
Help fight 
indoctrination! 


If you might be interested in 
joining a group to campaign 
against censorship on campus, 
please write to: 
“Student”, 

PO Box 2085, 

London WIA 5SX 











The Ministry 
of Offence 


Britain’s defensive capabilities are laughable 
says Emmmanuel Goldstein 


Foreign Policy Observations 


Der is no longer sexy. Ever since 
Labour stopped trying to ban the 
bomb, the issue is not a live wire. Indeed 
some polls have shown that Labour is more 
trusted on defence than the Tories (although 
that is probably because the Tories are just 
so unpopular). It seems like a dead issue. 

It shouldn’t be. The simple fact is that 
Britain is almost unable to defend herself. 
Sure, we have sizeable armed forces but they 
are no longer in the defence business: they 
are building nurseries in Bosnia or training 
police in Sierra Leone. The recent decision 
to scrap a tank for a non-existent plastic 
lightweight vehicle shows this, like most 
procurement matters. The new vehicles are 
favoured because they will be “easy to 
transport”. If we are defending the British 
Isles, why do we need military vehicles that 
can be transported by plane? 

In no particular order I will list some of 
the reasons why we need to be worried about 
our defence: 


* The demise of the Territorial Army. The 
Territorial Army has not only seen its 
numbers cut (partly to fund a new aircraft 
carrier) but has also seen its role changed. 
No longer a “home guard” it is now 
effectively an army reserve with members 
frequently being called up for overseas duty 
as specialists. 


* Shared procurement. We are sharing our 
procurement with countries who have their 
own budget difficulties. Should our next 
generation of fighter planes really be 
dependent on German or Italian budgetary 
constraints? 


* Nuclear deterrent. The independent 
nuclear deterrent is independent in name 
only. It is supplied and controlled 
by America. Britain is less of a 
nuclear power than Pakistan. 


* The lack of private gun 
ownership. The gun ownership 
debate, as far as this country has 
had one, has been on libertarian 
grounds. Should a person be allowed 
to shoot at targets for sport, or to 
defend his home and family? These 
are perfectly valid points (which I 
agree with) but the dimension of 
national security has been 
overlooked. If there is widespread 
gun ownership, and knowledge of 
how these guns will be used, a 
country is harder to invade. 





* The death of the fishing industry. Britain 
is an island nation, and so the control of 
our coastal waters is vital. This has always 
been helped by a large fishing fleet. Due to 
the lunacy of the Common Fisheries Policy 
the fishing fleet has been decimated. It 
doesn’t need a large subsidy to expand the 
fishing fleet; just take the fisheries back into 
British control. 


* Scotland. A massive amount of our 
military bases are in Scotland, and for good 
reason. The control of vital sea corridors is 
dependent on them. What happens if Britain 
breaks up into its constituent nations - 
something, post-devolution, which is no 
longer an abstract notion, but a real 
possibility? What happens to those bases 
then? How would the British armed services 
be apportioned between a fragmented 
Britain? 

* Overseas commitments. Our soldiers are 
dispersed in 100 countries. What happens 
if we face an imminent military challenge 
close to home? 


These are only a few of the reasons to be 
worried about our defensive capabilities. The 
knee jerk reaction would be to give the 
armed forces more money. They may need 
it. However, what we have to do is look at 
how that money is spent. 

Is the money that British taxpayers dole 
out being actually used for defence or post- 
imperial overstretch? Q 


‘Emmanuel Goldstein’ is the British colum- 
nist for the American isolationist web site 
antiwar.com. More of his writing can be 
found at: 


http://www. antiwar. com/goldstein/g-col. html 


“The Army wants highly 
trained bank staff in 
Timbuctoo. You can go, 
Sergeant...” 








20 


Right Now! July/September 2001 


Judge dreads... 


“I do not like the direction in 
which the criminal justice system 
seems to be heading in this 
country... Over all this hangs the 
cloud of political correctness. In 
some of its more lunatic aspects 
it is merely ridiculous. 
But behind it seems to me to be 
something sinister, shown by the 
effect that already there are 
certain areas and topics where 
freedom of speech in the sense 
of allowing for open and frank 
discussion is being significantly 
eroded” - Judge Neil Denison, 
Common Serjeant of London. 
(Times, 27th March 2001) 


The cricket test... 


“The racial violence in Oldham 
will result in even more 
passionate support for Pakistan 
among the Asian community as 
they play England... Nasser 
Hussain’s call for British-born 
Pakistanis to support England 
will not be taken seriously by 
young Asians, who will always 
identify with their own team and 
not England... I cannot bring 
myself to sing the [British] 
national anthem and whenever 
England play Pakistan at cricket 
it is natural for me to support 
Pakistan. From my perspective, 
I feel comfortable knowing that 
all of the players have the same 
colour skin as myself...” Ahmer 
Khokhar, who was born and 
brought up in the north-west of 
England, analysing Asian ethnic 
pride in the wake of the Oldham 
riots. (Times, 31st May, 2001)) 


Firm and fair system 
88,510 applications were made 
in the UK in the ten months 
between April 
February 2001 - almost a quarter 
of all applications made within 
the EU. Labour entered the 
election with asylum applications 
almost double the level they were 


when they came to office in | 


1997. (Daily Telegraph, 26th 
April 2001) 


When the Left is right 
“By the end of 2001, our 28 
years of EU membership will 
have cost the UK at current 
prices an estimated £45bn...The 
scale of this imposition is seen 
by comparing it with the 
government’s current 3,100m 
programme for building 29 new 
hospitals. Nor are these 
contributions likely to be reduced 
in the foreseeable future. Indeed 


2000 and | 





they may increase, as the costs 
of enlargement start to fall in” - 
John Mills, secretary of the 
Labour Euro-Safeguards 
Campaign. (Labour Euro- 
Safeguards Campaign Bulletin, 
March 2001) 





of ethnic 
jobs in 


help members 
minorities get 


architecture and design. The 
Millennium Commission has 
been told that it can now actively 
solicit applications with black 
projects, and has given them 
£623,000 of Lottery funds to 





undisturbed since the Peace of 
Wedmore, AD 878...the English 
have created their own race 
problem from scratch — possibly 
the greatest act of self-destructive 
folly perpetrated by any civilised 
nation in the 20th Century” - 
John Derbyshire, on “The Island 








Quite so 

“Tony Blair is better for us 
because he helps us come in this 
country” - Agron Rexha, a 
Kosovan economic migrant, after 
having called William Hague “a 
second Hitler” during an election 
walkabout in Northampton. 
(Times, 22nd May 2001) 


Prince of campness 
“Above all he had a humanity 
and an honesty in his attitude rare 
among politicians... he’s not 
artificial. He’s not obsessed with 
political life... Tony Blair is the 
person who comes closest to 
political perfection and the 
political ideal I’ve ever met... the 
only negative point I can see is 
that he exercises such an 
attraction on people that they 
think he can work miracles” - 
Peter Mandelson, in an interview 
with Le Figaro. (Daily Telegraph, 
4th June 2001) 


Broad-minded youth 
The election leaflet of Colin 
Burgon, re-elected as Labour 
MP for Elmet, featured an 
endorsement from a first-time 
voter: “I want to be represented 
by an MP who listens to my 
concerns... I’ve checked it out 
and Ill be voting for Colin 
Burgon”. The impartial youngster 
is the daughter of Labour’s local 
election agent. (Private Eye, 1st 
June 2001) 


Black economy 
Almost £30m of National 
Lottery funds is being given to 
ethnic minority arts projects, 
including £5m for a new art and 
photo gallery for the Association 
of Black Photographers, £5m for 
a new Asian arts centre in 
Southampton, £2.8m for a Chinese 
arts centre in Manchester, £2.7m 
for a Afro-Caribbean/Asian 
“performance space” in 
Nottingham and £1m for the 
Stephen Lawrence Technocentre 
in London, which is designed to 





help them draw up their bids. 
(Guardian, 30th April 2001 and 
Daily Telegraph, 13th June 2001) 


EU-watching 
“The current buzzword among 
conservationists is ‘biodiversity’. 
But what about cultural 
diversity?... In a few places the 
locals have resisted stubbornly 
the move towards global cultural 
conformity. And they are so much 
the better for it... innovations 
need not sweep away the 
centuries of local cuisine, art, 
music, costume or architecture. 
It is possible to have the best of 
both worlds, but this is 
something that the. idiot 
politicians who squander our 
money in Brussels simply don’t 
understand” — Desmond Morris, 
on “How customs are excised by 
the EU”. (Times, 4th May 2001) 


Blind justice 

Most east European communist 
leaders have escaped justice for 
crimes committed by their 
regimes between 1945 and 1989. 
No senior communists in 
Hungary have been convicted. 
Although Nicolae Ceausescu and 
his wife were executed, almost 
all other Romanian communists 
convicted of large-scale murder 
were released within two years. 
In Bulgaria, former dictator 
Todor Zhivkov was charged but 
lived his last years in comfortable 
retirement In the Czech Republic 
and Slovakia, almost all cases 
against former leading communists 
have collapsed. (Daily Telegraph, 
16th May 2001) 


Tikka Masala nation 
“[England] was essentially 
monoracial until the 1950s. 
Multi-culti propagandaists try to 
fudge this... [but] these arguments 
do not bear close examination... 
the immigrants who arrived in 
the 1950s found the English, as 
a people, pretty much 





Race...Riots”. (National Review, 
31st May 2001) 


(Inter)national 

Health Service 
The number of foreign nurses 
registering to work in Britain is 
about to overtake the total of new 
British nurses for the first time. 
Over 200 nurses leave South 
Africa every month for jobs in 
wealthier countries. The country’s 
health minister, Manto 
Msimang, commented: “South 
Africa is training health 
personnel at tremendous cost for 
the benefit of wealthy First World 
countries. Our young democracy 
is being deprived of the best 
healthcare professionals at a time 
when it needs them most”. 
(Times, 22nd May 2001) 


Rational about animals 
“As globalisation batters down 
barriers, allowing the landing of 
aliens may lead also to alien 
lands” - editorial on immigration 
(of animal species). (Times, 22nd 
May 2001) 


The Lion, The Witch - 
and the Wallet 
Publishers HarperCollins has 
made a deal with the company 
that owns the rights to C S 
Lewis’s Narnia children’s stories 
to develop new books based on 
the titles - but probably without 
any references to Christianity. 
Catholic intellectual Piers Paul 
Read commented: “Christianity 
was what inspired [Lewis]. To 
do sequels that remove that 
inspiration would be quite 
wrong”. The co-editor of the CS 
Lewis Readers’ Encyclopaedia 
remarked: “They’re turning 
Narnia into a British version of 
Mickey Mouse”. AN Wilson 
said: “CS Lewis would be 
horrified. These people are not 
interested in literature, just 
money”. (Daily Telegraph, 4th 

& 5th June 2001) 
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JOHN BULL’S ELECTION SPECIAL 


THE WEAKEST LINK 


So it’s goodbye - and good riddance - to 
Wee Willie Hague, the Tory Party’s very own 
‘weakest link’. I say this not as a rhetorical 
flourish, but because it was William Hague, 
rather than the Tory Party, whom the voters 
rejected. 

There was another election on June 7 
which few people have mentioned - the 
county council elections. The result here, 
in stark contrast to the general election, was 
one of sweeping Conservative victories and 
LibDem defeats. The Tories gained 120 
councillors and five more councils, leaving 
them, with over 1,000 county councillors 
and in charge of 18 councils, the largest party 
at county council level. The LibDems lost 
control of Somerset and Devon, leaving them 
empty handed. 

So why the different results? There were, 
of course, presentational issues, but mainly 
it was because while at local level 
Conservatives are trusted and are able to 
talk about local issues which resonate with 
the public, Hague’s campaign and manifesto 
were dull, inept and irrelevant. “Hang on”, 
you may be thinking, “didn’t Hague run a 
Right-wing campaign? Isn’t that what you 
wanted?” The answer is no. 

Hague focused on tax cuts and ‘saving 
the pound’. Not only were these the wrong 
issues, but he managed to bungle both 
campaigns. Probably because of the number 
of accountants in their ranks, the Tories have 
always had something of a fetish for balance 
sheets, yet they still failed to identify 
convincingly exactly what tax cuts could be 
made and where the money would come 
from. They lost the last shred of credibility 
when it emerged that they were hoping for 
much greater, unidentified, spending cuts. 
As for chanting “Save the pound”, while 
holding a pound coin aloft like some holy 
amulet, this is an insult to the public’s 
intelligence. The majority of the public 
certainly do not want the Euro, but they do 
want to be spoken to as adults. The reason 
we want to keep out of the Euro is not 
because of some emotional attachment to a 
coin that was only introduced a few years 
ago, or based on nothing more than a name, 
but because losing control of your currency 
inevitably results in losing control of your 
economy, interest rates, taxes, inflation and 
level of unemployment. Most people do not 
understand that, and could therefore yet be 
swayed into the pro-Euro camp, and any anti- 
Euro campaign should therefore be more 
intelligently conducted. But the main point 
is that the Euro simply wasn’t the right issue 
for the general election. Tony Blair’s 
promise of a referendum has neutralised this 
issue for the time being and for Hague not 
to understand this shows a dismal failure to 
grasp the mood of the country. This election 
should have been fought on two issues: the 
National Health Service and local concerns. 





“How few men are strong enough to stand 
against the prevailing currents of opinion 
... Be prepared to stand up faithfully for 


Right 
blow’ 


and Truth, however the wind may 


Winston Churchill 


At hustings around the country the majority 
of issues raised were local ones. This is 
where the LibDems always score highly, as 
they recognise that ‘all politics is local’. A 
more intelligent Conservative Party would 
produce regional manifestos, with firm 
pledges on constituency-specific issues. 

The only national issue of interest to the 
public was the NHS. I know the Tories are 
Britain’s stupid party but surely even they 
cannot have failed to realise this? No, I think 
the truth is even worse: they are not only 
stupid but cowardly too, thinking that the 
NHS is a Labour issue they couldn’t win - 
a monumental error of judgement. Labour’s 
success in 1997 was based upon having 
finally won the public’s confidence over their 
economic competence (aided and abetted by 
Major’s ERM disaster). This year Hague 
had the chance to turn the tables and make 
the NHS a Tory issue and, with it, win the 
election. Yes, the election was there to be 
won. Barely a quarter of the voters actually 
turned out to support Labour, and Dr 
Richard Taylor’s victory in Kidderminster 
proves the potency of the NHS as a vote 
winner. That the public are appalled at 
Labour’s stewardship of the NHS is not in 
question; they just needed convincing that 
the Tories could offer something better. 

In early May a poll showed that more 
doctors now supported the Conservatives 


than Labour (37% to 30%; in 1997 Labour 
led by 46% to 16%). This should have been 
the main plank of the Tory campaign, with 
adverts along the lines of: “Worried about 
the NHS? Take your doctor’s advice — vote 
Conservative”. Had this been combined with 
a symbolic break from the past and a pledge 
to increase income tax by 5% on those 
earning over £120,000 a year (£10,000 a 
month) and to use all the monies thus raised 
as additional NHS spending I believe they 
could have won the election. 

When you address people’s main 
concerns honestly and credibly, the public 
will respond. Apart from the result in 
Kidderminster, the British National Party’s 
high vote in Oldham is also proof of this 
maxim. 

Whilst the recent race riots in Oldham 
have forced immigration to the forefront of 
people’s minds there, in general the NHS is 
the issue which most concerns people. This 
is hardly surprising as this is, quite literally, 
a life or death issue. 

They say that generals always re-fight 
the last war. Hague, more of a lance- 
corporal, was (like most other Tories, to be 
fair) unable to see beyond the past. In the 
1970s and 80s, tax and economic issues 
mattered most. Now, however, that the 
economic crises of the past have been 
resolved and the majority of people have 
sufficient income for their everyday needs, 
what is the point of an extra couple of quid 
a week in tax cuts if you, or a loved one, is 
in constant pain or in danger of dying 
because the local hospital has a six-month 
waiting list? The rise of the NHS to the top 
of the list of people’s concerns is not, as 
self-deluding BBC/Guardian idiots would 
have you believe, symbolic of a more 
Leftwing, caring, altruistic public mood. 
What on earth is Leftwing about wanting to 
be cured when you are ill? Wanting a decent 
NHS is not altruistic, it is pure self-interest, 
and there is nothing wrong with that. The 
essence of Rightwing politics is populism, 
and a populist politician would be proud to 
place the NHS as his number one campaign 
issue. 


EENY MEENY ... 


While Leftwing media pundits and Tory MPs 
claim that Hague ran a “hard Right 
campaign”, in truth it was simply an out- 
of-touch campaign which lacked credibility. 
From his earliest days attending Britain’s 
biggest crime-fest, the Notting Hill Carnival, 
Hague has never been ‘Rightwing’. 

The main characteristic of his leadership 
was a transparently cynical attempt to gain 
electoral advantage from public concerns 
without actually proposing to do anything 
about them: Pretend to oppose the Euro, but 
limit this opposition to one term of office; 
pretend to be worried about fuel taxes, but 
propose a farcically small tax cut that will 
be overtaken by crude oil price rises in a 
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week; pretend to be concerned about farmers 
and fishermen, but don’t even think of 
renouncing the CAP or CFP; pretend to 
sympathise with Tony Martin, who shot a 
burglar, but don’t suggest a change in the 
law that would legitimise his actions; pretend 
to be tough on bogus asylum-seekers, but 
give the game away by praising the actions 
and record of the last Conservative 
government which did nothing to deport 
overstayers. 

As usual, it was immigration which best 
revealed Hague’s Janus-faced approach. To 
side with John Taylor, a man whose main 
contribution to the Tory Party was to lose a 
safe seat, against John Townend, a long- 
serving popular MP whose statements on 
immigration were technically ungainsayable, 
exposed Hague for the politically-correct 
multiculturalist that he is. 

But enough of the has-been that never- 
was. The Tories now have to choose a new 
leader. This, surely, is an election where a 
conservative candidate is bound to win? 
Maybe not. Michael ‘Pretty Polly’ Portillo 
is the front runner, but is he a conservative 
(note the small ‘c’) or just a parrot who 
repeats whatever message he thinks people 
want to hear? I was amused recently to read 
John Major praising Pretty Polly for having 
moved towards his (Major’s) political 
position. As Major was the man who led 
the Tories to their 1997 annihilation this is 
obviously a great recommendation! 

At the time of writing the other 
candidates include Iain Duncan Smith and 
David Davis. It is not clear where either of 
them really stands on the principal issues. 
Does it matter, you may ask, who becomes 
the leader of an increasingly irrelevant 
political sideshow? Yes, it does. The next 
leader has the option of either surrendering 
to political correctness and position the Tory 
Party on the same ground as Labour and 
the LibDems, or seek to develop a distinctive 
populist philosophy based on traditional 
British cultural values which will win back 
the disillusioned, speak to the decent but 
disenfranchised and win over the naturally 
conservative majority. I must admit it is 
unlikely he will do this, which will leave 
the field open to other parties of the ‘Right’; 
it will be interesting to see which of these, 
if any, will have the understanding and ability 
to take advantage. 


THINKING OUT LOUD 


Anthony Seldon, the author of Conservative 
Century, has decried the lack of Right-wing 
thinking over the last ten years: “In the 
1990s, when the party should have been 
regrouping and rethinking, it spent a decade 
absorbed in infighting and worshipping 
Thatcher ... Not a single right-wing tract of 
enduring interest was written in the 1990s”. 
Obviously he does not read Right Now!, but 
he is right that, this journal’s activities apart, 
“Tt is hard to point to a single interesting 


thesis or speech that would have helped to 
delineate the future. The 1990s were a truly 
dismal decade for the Right”. Whoever takes 
over the Conservative Party will need to be 
able to come up with some more imaginative 
and thoughtful solutions to today’s problems 
than Hague ever did. 

On the health service, for instance, what 
is needed is a guarantee that anyone who is 
in pain, or suffering from a potentially fatal 
disease, will be treated within six weeks. If 
the NHS cannot meet that target the patient 
should be treated in a private hospital, or 
even abroad. Hospitals in Germany and 
France (and even further afield) have 
vacancies they would be happy to fill with 
British patients (at the NHS’s expense, of 
course). Why not treat British patients 
abroad? The public services, which have 
such difficulty recruiting staff due to the high 
price of housing (particularly in London), 
could provide quality housing for their staff. 
Ken Livingstone has already introduced such 
a system for London Underground, but 
unfortunately the only member of staff who 
qualifies for such housing is the boss, Bob 
Kiley. Right on Ken, very ‘man of the 
people’. 

Pressures on the public services 
(especially health and education) as well as 
on transport and housing, could be tackled 
by intensive efforts to deport the hundreds 
of thousands of immigrants here illegally, 
as well as by providing financial incentives 
for those who are here legally but would 
genuinely like to return to their homelands. 
Our multi-billion pound annual financial 
contribution to the EU, as well as the 
burdens and restrictions it imposes on us, 
needs to be eliminated by restructuring our 
relationship into one of a friendly trading 
partner within a free-trade area. An inter- 
city network of magnetically levitated trains 
would be silent and ultra fast, enticing traffic 
off the roads. Is it really beyond the wit of 





the Conservative Party to come up with a 
handful of fresh ideas which will grip the 
public’s imagination? 

The next Tory leader will also need to 
understand that throughout history the main 
driver of social change has been changes in 
public values and beliefs, rather than 
technological advances. The industrial 
revolution may have changed us from 
countryside to town dwellers, and the 
invention of the internal combustion engine 
may have increased our physical mobility, 
but it is what people think that determines 
the way we live as opposed to our mere 
physical surroundings. Look at the different 
social structure in Japan and other Asian 
countries, for instance, or think how 
different life was in the 1950s even though, 
technologically, things have hardly changed 
all that much. 

If the Tories are really concerned about 
crime, the collapse of the family, or the loss 
of our traditional values, they must start to 
engage in a cultural war against the Leftwing 
shibboleths they have been running away 
from for the last 40 years. 

The chimerae of race and sex ‘equality’ 
must be rebutted, and the whole edifice of 
equality legislation and enforcing bodies 
opposed. If the next Tory leader baulks at 
the thought of discussing these issues openly, 
and cowers at the words ‘racist’ or ‘sexist’, 
he will be as worthless as all his 
predecessors. 

johnbull@englandmail.com 
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Dispatches 


THOM. o. 





New Zealand: Kiwi poltroons 





Hal G P Colebatch decries the political correctness 
and myopia of modern New Zealand politicians 





nce upon a time, before World War 

One, New Zealand paid for a battle- 
cruiser for the British Grand Fleet, named 
HMS New Zealand. 

The Labour/Left in New Zealand 
attacked this as part of an Anglo-Jewish plot 
to exploit and ensnare New Zealand. One 
progressive versifier claimed: “The 
Coldland’s got the dreadnought / And Ikey 
Moe’s got us” — the Australian and New 
Zealand Labour movements at this time were 
highly anti-Semitic. However, Winston 
Churchill praised New Zealanders as having 
“provided in the most effective way for their 
own and for the common security. No 
greater insight into political and strategic 
points has ever been shown by a community 
hitherto unversed in military matters”. 

Churchill went on with an implied 
rebuke to Australia, which with the 
encouragement of Lord Fisher was moving 
to acquire its own navy. While these ships 
might as part of the British fleet turn the 
scale in the crucial theatre, he said, they 
would be useless the day after the defeat of 
the British fleet in home waters and their 
existence would merely prolong the agony 
without altering the course of events. 
Concentration of force was what mattered. 

At the battle of Jutland, HMS New 
Zealand went into action with the captain 
wearing a lucky Maori grass skirt, and 
survived unscathed, though three other 
battle-cruisers were blown up, with huge loss 
of life. In both World Wars, New Zealand 
made a contribution of high quality troops 
out of all proportion to its size. It was a 
New Zealander, Captain Charles Upham, 
who in World War Two won one of the only 
three Victoria Crosses with bar ever awarded. 
The word Anzac signifies this tradition. 

When a deranged gunman ran amok on 
the North Island of New Zealand during 
World War Two and troops were called out, 
Hitler was allegedly moved to make one of 
his fairly rare genuinely funny jokes, sending 
the madman a cable reading “Hold on. [am 
sending another man to take the South 
Island”. However, it remained a joke and 
the New Zealand contribution to the war 
effort was heroic. 

A sign of something very different 
emerged during the war in Vietnam: New 
Zealand under pressure sent a niggardly 
contribution of a single artillery battery to 
work with Australian infantry. Instead of the 





Battleaxe: New Zealand’s Prime 
Minister, Helen Clarke: for her “Joan 
Baez has never stopped singing” 





normal six guns in a battery, it had only 
four, plus one spare. This seemed an outright 
betrayal of, among other things, the New 
Zealand soldiers who had to man the battery, 
not in an exercise but against a ruthless and 
well-equipped enemy. The battery was on 
occasion in desperate straits and nearly over- 
run, due to its lack of firepower, as well as 
being able to give only minimal support to 
its allies. 

What followed showed how quickly a 
proud military tradition could crumble. With 
the election of the Lange Labour government 
in the 1980s, it was announced that New 
Zealand would ban US nuclear-powered or 
nuclear-armed warships, thus effectively 
ending the ANZUS (Australia, New 
Zealand, US) alliance that had been the 
cornerstone of New Zealand foreign policy 
and, according to some commentators, 


ending New Zealand participation in 
Western defence in general. 

Having lost its allies, New Zealand under 
the Lange and successive governments also 
allowed its own already very small defence 
forces to decline steadily. Despite being in 
the centre of a vast ocean, and having 
responsibility for a large number of Pacific 
islands as well as interests in the Southern 
Ocean, New Zealand’s blue water navy 
dwindled to three ancient frigates. It speaks 
volumes for the dedication of the officers 
and men concerned that they would continue 
in services that offered such limited career- 
paths. 

Under the present compulsively 
politically correct Prime Minister Helen 
Clarke, the decline has proceeded apace. 
Lange, unlike Clarke, at least saved New 
Zealand from complete political Leftism by 
having a tough and dry Treasurer, Roger 
Douglas. Douglas undertook some overdue 
Thatcherite economic reforms and 
temporarily checked Leftist and politically 
correct rorting and rip-offs. 

In May 2001, Clarke announced that 
New Zealand would scrap the combat wing 
of its air force - already no more than a 
handful of obsolete sub-sonic fighters. 
Having no future careers, New Zealand 
pilots and ground crews are seeking to join 
the Royal Australian Air Force. The navy 
will be reduced to two frigates. This makes 
no sense, as with training and maintenance 
it means there will be times when no ships 
are deployed at all. 

By contrast, Singapore, whose 
population of 3,476,000 is about 300,000 
smaller than that of New Zealand (not 
counting the populations of the island 
territories for which New Zealand is 
responsible) and which has a land-area of 
only 247 square miles, has powerful and up- 
to-date armed forces, including a strong and 
well-balanced air force. 

Defence preparedness in Singapore 
includes underground railway stations 
purpose-built to double as air-raid shelters, 
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and highways that can be converted into 
airstrips simply by removing the 
ornamental shrubbery growing in tubs along 
the median strips. 

Plainly, New Zealand expects Australia 
will defend it. It is a piece of poltroonery 
and a blatant and craven abnegation by the 
government of national pride and honour. 

Prominent Australian journalist Greg 
Sheridan has said that it is a critical 
element of New Zealand’s turning away 
from being a modern, developed and 
potentially successful nation. US Assistant 
Secretary of State, Jim Kelly, was 
scheduled in May to visit Australia to brief 
the government and opposition there on the 
Bush administration’s missile defence 
programme. Asked if he would also be 
going to New Zealand, the answer was “Of 
course not. Why would he?” 

Apparently in revulsion from 
capitalism, New Zealand also seems to 
be quietly dropping out of regional free 
trade talks and agreements, and is undoing 
Lange’s one positive achievement - the 
“Rogernomics” revolution - with a high- 
tax, high-spending, old-fashioned socialist 
regime, with public money being showered 
on a plethora of politically correct causes, 
particularly high-profile Maori activism. 
Since the Maoris have always been powerful 
and well-organised, with guaranteed seats 
in parliament, there is the potential here 
for a race relations industry with all its 
attendant vote-buying opportunities putting 
the British equivalent to shame. 

Sheridan remarked: “For Clarke, Joan 
Baez has never stopped singing... Clarke’s 
real strategic calculation is crude and 
cynical. Any threat to NZ must get by 
Australia first, so NZ can take a free ride 
on its neighbour... It all implies the most 
appalling lack of self-respect”. 

It has recently been announced, as a 
further gesture to political correctness and 
to save New Zealand from militarism, that 
New Zealand children may in future be 
required to have licences for toy guns. 

Not far east of New Zealand are the 
Chatham Islands, recently briefly famous 
as the first land on which the new 
millennium dawned. Little else happens 
here, but they had at least one interesting 
historical moment on which New 
Zealanders might ponder. They were once 
inhabited by a gentle race of people, whose 
religion, unlike that of the often-fierce 
Polynesians, forbade them to resort to war 
or violence, even for self-defence. 

Very late in the piece, in the 19th Century, 
a small group of Maoris hijacked a New 
Zealand sailing ship, sailed to the Chatham 
Islands and, finding the islanders friendly 
and pacifist, ate the whole lot of them. UO 
Hal G P Colebatch is an Australian writer 
and lawyer. He has a PhD in Political 
Science, and is the author of Blair’s Britain, 
published by Claridge Press (London) in 
1999 








America: Diversity causes ‘Bowling Alone’ 





—D you live in Los Angeles? —- then move 
to Montana. That is the most obvious 
conclusion to draw from a Harvard 
University study, released in March, which 
finds that Los Angeles residents trust each 
other less than most other Americans. The 
study was billed as the largest-ever survey 
of “civic engagement” - activities such as 
joining social or community groups, voting 
and simply making friends. 

The study linked LA’s low standing to 
the area’s ethnic diversity. It showed that 
those who live in more homogeneous 
places, such as New Hampshire, Montana 
or Lewiston, Maine, do more with friends 
and are more involved in community affairs 
or politics than residents of more multi- 
cultural areas. Los Angeles residents are 
less trusting of people such as neighbours, 
co-workers, shop assistants and police, than 
almost all other Americans. LA tied with 
Boston, Chicago, and eastern Tennessee. 
Only north Minneapolis scored worse. 
Angelenos also trust people of other races 
less than residents of almost everywhere 
else. San Diego tied with Los Angeles’ 
dismal “inter-racial trust” score. The only 
cities that did worse were Phoenix and 
Charlotte, NC. The best places in terms 
of trusting others were the - relatively - 
more homogenous Bismarck, ND, and rural 





South Dakota, the study said. 

The survey of 30,000 Americans in forty 
communities was led by Harvard political 
scientist Robert D Putnam, author of the 
influential Bowling Alone: The Collapse 
and Revival of American Community, which 
charted the collapse of sociability and 
community spirit in America over the last 
forty years. Putnam met Tony Blair, in a 
recent visit to Britain. 
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The Town Hall at Ripon in Yorkshire, showing the town’s motto: Except ye Lord 
keep ye Cittie ye wakeman waketh in vain. Every night, a horn blower in a three- 
cornered hat still sounds a horn at the market cross and in front of the mayor’s 
house, a night-watchman tradition said to be over 1,000 years old. Householders 
who had paid for the services of the night watchman would be recompensed if they 
were robbed. Ripon’s cathedral is famous for its Early English west front, 
misericords and its crypt, which is one of the earliest Christian shrines in England. 
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Sir, 

Being interested in the cannabis 
controversy [see RNs 30 & 31] 
and history, I recall something a 
historian wrote about the 
Bourbons. The gist of the idea 
was that this clan could learn 
nothing from experience, from 
history. 

America is apparently well 
supplied with individuals of this 
nature. Some of these back 
about 1918 decided, in effect, 
to invent a new wheel by 
outlawing the sale of liquor. The 
“‘bootleggers’ got rich. The 
wheel was flat. Now a new 
wheel called “the war on drugs” 
is being merchandized. 

The fear is that if drugs are 
readily available they will 
become too popular with the 
population. But it has been 
wisely pointed out that “To save 
a fool from his folly is a sure 
way to populate the world with 
fools”. 

Charles List, 

Arlington, Virginia, 

United States 
Sir, 
The next time the Commission 
for Racial Equality tries to gag 
Conservative MPs by making 
them sign a declaration on race, 
the Party should respond by 
drafting a declaration of its own 
and inviting them to sign that 
instead. It should say something 
like this: “I, the undersigned, 
undertake to uphold the 
principle of equal rights for all 
races and nations, including the 
equal right of every nation in 
the world to protect its own way 
of life in its own homeland”. 

It would be interesting to see 
what grounds the thought police 
could find for objecting to that. 

Roderick Moore, 

Liverpool 

Sir, 
John Woods’s excellent 
dissection of the 1999 Home 
Office publication Race and the 
Criminal Justice System [RN29] 
might better have been entitled 
“Race and criminal negligence” 
(rather than “Race and criminal 
cowardice”), for the intellectual 
dishonesty goes far beyond just 
“hiding” and “massaging” the 
figures. The fact of the matter is 
that the same black-white-Asian 
gradient in violent crime found 
in Britain shows up 
internationally, as several 
published analyses of Interpol 
data by me and others have 
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confirmed. For example, black 
African and Caribbean 
countries have more than three 
times the rates of murder, rape 
and serious assault as do east 
Asian countries, with European 
countries falling between the 
two but closer to east Asian. 
Within-country analyses of the 


| United States, Canada, Brazil 


and South Africa reveal the 
same racial pattern. My book, 
Race, Evolution and Behavior 
(reviewed in RN 31) presents a 
synopsis of these reports. The 
fact that these race/crime 
statistics are the same within 
and between countries means 
that they cannot be explained 
simply in terms of ‘white 
racism’. The causes lie largely 
in the genes and the upbringing 
of the populations involved. 
Professor J Philippe Rushton, 
Psychology Department, 
University of Western Ontario, 
Canada 
Sir, 
Who stands to gain from the 
sale of Thames Water to the 
German utilities giant RWE? 
Certainly not Britain. Who 
profits from the French 
ownership of part of the British 
railway system? Who gains 
when foreign ‘investors’ 
purchase British engineering 
companies? 

The whole question of 
international investment requires 
examination. It is not as though 
millions of pounds were needed 
to develop some new extension 
of the utilities. We are told that 
the UK regulator “has Thames 
in a tight grip”, but who is he 
working for? To be sure capital 
is required to develop new 
businesses worldwide — that is 
truly enterprising investment — 
but to allow overseas interests to 
take over existing companies, 
vital to the economy of a 








nation, is not only unnecessary 
but patently unwise for that 
nation, as it becomes vulnerable 
to political manouevring for 
power and control. 

Why do we allow foreign 
investment to exceed the 25% 


| limit that other nations place on 


foreign investment? Are we so 
much in thrall to international 
companies and to the nebulous 
concept of a global economy 
that we cannot see thinking 
behind such acquisitions? What 
better way to stifle competition 
than to buy it out? And then, 
after a feeble show of glittering 
new management techniques, of 
which they have no monopoly, 
how easily they abandon ship 
for spurious reasons and depart, 
leaving their nearest competitors 
ruined. 

Why have we come to accept 
that it no longer matters to 
whom a company belongs? At 
the very least, the interest from 
the investment, the profits, 
return to the foreign owners, 
leaving the British workforce 
mere labourers in a foreign 
company. 

Are we not now overdue for 
a thorough rethink about who 
shall own what? At some stage 
we must awaken to the 
consequences of being no longer 
in control of our own destiny. 
Otherwise, sometime Germans 
could turn off our water supply, 
France could halt our railways 
and Japan shut down our 
engineering companies. Now 
that would be terminal! Who 
would be our masters then? 

Beverley James Pyke, 

Alderney, Channel Islands 
Sir, 
What and whom are the 
Conservatives for? Why should 
anyone ever belong to or even 
vote for them, if career-driven 
opportunists misguidedly U-turn 





a great party into a camp- 
following copy of New Labour 
or the Liberal Democrats? 

As Paul Getty II observes, 
the distinguishing Tory 
characteristic is authentic 
Britishness. This entails not 
only respect for a remembered 
past essential to identity and 
cohesion, but also priority focus 
for a national future based 
necessarily on parents and 
children. 

Whether ‘ethnic homophobes’ 
wish to be ‘included’ with 
“pagan sodomites’, for example, 
in constituency associations 
need hardly worry a Central 
Office with a longer view of the 
larger picture, whereas family 
values, benefits and education 
together should be the decisive 
determinants of both image and 
policy in the leadership 
election. 

Jason Robertson, 
Norfolk 


Sir, 
Since your publication of my 
essay on EU enlargement in RN 
31, various pertinent events 
have occurred. 

Chancellor Schroder has 


| reaffirmed that EU enlargement 


citizens must be denied basic 
EU rights for several years after 
accession. President Chirac has 
made clear that the CAP is not 
for renegotiation. The premiers 
of Spain and Italy have made 
clear that regional subsidies are 
not for renegotiation, either. 
The Irish referendum, the only 
popular vote on the Treaty of 
Nice, rejected its ratification. 
Theoretically, at present, all 
member countries have to ratify 
the Treaty. 

No-one is volunteering to 
raise extra taxes to pay for the 
EU’s obligations to eastern 
Europe. At Gothenburg, once 
again, the question of enlargement 
funding was not even on the 
agenda. However, as Macedonia 
becomes the latest flashpoint in 
the Balkan legacy of exploited 
second-class citizenship, the 
EU’s political bosses insist that 
enlargement will start by 2004, 
gradually colonising a cheated 
underclass of 100 millions. 

Politicians as varied as 
President Prodi and Messrs 
Straw and Hain declare it will 
be all right. No worries then! 

Michael Knight, 
Slough 
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UNITED STATES: On 17th April, the 
people of Mississippi voted almost two to 
one to retain their 1894 state flag (the 
second oldest in the United States), which 
incorporates the Confederate Battle Flag 
in its design (viewed by some far-Leftists 
as a symbol of ‘racism’). The Council of 
Conservative Citizens, which has been 
described by the New York Daily News as 
“the nation’s leading defender of the 
Comfederate flag”, led the successful 
campaign. 

Council of Conservative Citizens 

PO Box 221683, Saint Louis, MO 63122. 
Internet: www.cofcc.org 


Wi 





IRISH REPUBLIC: On 7th June, 
thanks to a strange coalition of Sinn Fein 
supporters, Greens and traditionalist 
Catholics, the Irish people delivered a 
resounding ‘No’ to the ratification of the 
Nice Treaty in a referendum, by a margin 
of 54% to 46%. 

The result was surprising to many, 
because all the major political parties, the 
media and big business strongly supported 
a ‘Yes’ vote. EU money was also used 
illegally to publicise the Yes case. Prominent 
amongst the campaigners was Leftwing 
academic Anthony Coughlan of the 
National Platform, conservative academic 
Gerard Casey of the Christian Solidarity 


Party and the Irish MEP Dana Rosemary 
Scallon. As ‘Dana’, she once sang a winning 
Irish entry in the Eurovision Song Contest. 
Now she is a campaigner for the family, 
and in defence of Irish neutrality. 

The EU and the Irish government seem 
determined to ‘do a Denmark’ if they can, 
by asking the question again and again until 
they get the answer they seek. On 11th June, 
a unanimous statement from the EU foreign 
ministers “excluded any reopening of the 
text signed in Nice”, adding that “The 
ratification process will continue on the 
basis of this text, and in accordance with 
the timetable”. 

The National Platform and the MEPs 
concerned, with the help of Eurosceptics 
from other countries, have promised a 
spirited resistance. 

National Platform, 24 Crawford 
Avenue, Dublin 9. Telephone: +353 1 
830 5792 or 608 1898. 

Internet: www.nationalplatform.org 


FRANCE: The disastrous (and certainly 
unnecessary) split in the Front National 
(FN) in December 1998 and the resultant 
setting up of the Mouvement National 
Républican (MNR) under the leadership 
of Bruno Mégret, formerly delegate- 
general of the FN and number two to Jean- 
Marie Le Pen, was expected to bring about 
a rapid decline in the fortunes of the 
nationalist Right in France. 

Early signs seemed to vindicate that 
opinion. In the European Parliamentary 
elections in May 1999, the FN’s represent- 
ation fell to a mere five members: Le Pen, 
Jean-Claude Martinez, Charles de Gaulle 
(the General's grandson and a defector from 
the Rassemblement Pour République 


party), Bruno Gollnisch, current delegate- 
general and likely successor to Le Pen, 
and Carl Lang, secretary-general. The 
party secured a mere 5% of the vote as 
against 13% in the previous European 
elections. The MNR managed only 3.27% 
and has no European deputies. 

However, things are looking considerably 
better for both parties as a result of the 
municipal elections held in March 2001. 
Their combined vote was 12.83% and there 
were several outstanding results, among 
them the re-election of Jacques Bompard 
(FN) as Mayor of Orange with an increased 
majority (59%), Daniel Simonpiere 
(MNR) as Mayor of Marignane (61%) and 
Catherine Mégret (MNR, wife of Bruno) 
with an increased majority at Vitrolles 
(Provence). Several other candidates, 
particularly from the FN, did very well, 
with over 25% of the vote. 

The next big test is the Presidential 
election in April 2002. Both Le Pen and 
Mégret are standing. In two previous 
campaigns (1988 and 1995) Le Pen has 
received 14.9% and 15.6% respectively. 
A likely vote is around 12%, but he must 
first secure the backing of 577 mayors, as 
of course, must Megret. In the past, this 
was a formality; it may be more 


problematic this time round. 
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can’t stand George W Bush. Just 

kidding. Of course, I can. The Euro- 
pseuds have never been fond of American 
presidents in general — the one exception 
being Bill Clinton, as phoney as Tony Blair 
and twice the actor. 

Remember the contempt Europeans 
showered on Ronald Reagan? They depicted 
him as an ignoramus, a Hollywood phoney 
and second rate actor, a dangerous, 
misguided cowboy with his finger on the 
nuclear button. The European Left took to 
the streets when Reagan stationed Pershing 
II missiles in Europe, in response to the 
Soviet build-up of SS-20s. 

Massive protests ensued in many 
European cities, and rent-a-mob Lefties ran 
wild protesting for ‘peace’. US bases and 
property were attacked and only Margaret 
Thatcher stood fast. Well, we all know the 
result. Thanks in large part to Reagan’s 
sustained military buildup, the Evil Empire 
collapsed, the Berlin Wall came down, and 
all of Europe is free. But try and say this 
to ex-Communists now posing as ‘new’ 
socialists in power in France, Germany and 
points east. 

George W Bush is a straight talker and 
believes in missile defence. He rejects the 
Kyoto treaty which exempts China and 
India - among the first three of the world’s 
greatest polluters —- something not a single 
European nation had any real intention of 
abiding by. Bush does not believe in the 
welfare state, has been a successful 
businessman, and will not go along with a 
certain facade of rhetorical obeisance. 
Ergo, he must be made out to be another 
dangerous cowboy lunatic. Plus ¢a change! 


frica is a parody of a functioning 
continent. There is anarchy and 
absurdity, as when the ‘Helmsman’ 
— Mobutu Sese Seko -— fled Zaire in 1997, 
his own elite guard pocking his getaway 
airplane with machine gun fire, the only 
thing left behind being the Helmsman’s 
nappies. He was suffering from prostate 
cancer and he was incontinent. 

In another grotesque sketch, this time 
in Liberia, Prince Johnson, the military 
leader, insists that former president 
Samuel Doe died of wounds received during 
his capture. After a journalist presses him 
to reveal further details, Johnson gets 
bored and admits that “I cut off his ears 
and made him eat them”. He then produces 
a video and proudly shows it to the 
journalists. On the screen, the president 
of Liberia, Samuel Doe, sits on the floor 
bleeding from the legs, his hands tied behind 
him. Some Johnson flunkey is chopping off 


[= imagine why the European elite 


















































his ears while Doe writhes in agony. 
Thankfully, the journalist does not see the 
ultimate African degradation of watching 
aman eating his own ears before bleeding 
to death. 

Ihave just finished two books on Africa, 
and all I can tell you is how fortunate I 
feel not to live in that unhappy part of the 
world. Evil seems to have won the final 
battle against goodness in the Dark 
Continent. Liberia, the Congo, Rwanda, 
Sudan are chaos personified, with a “new 
age primitivism’ taking hold. Aids is 
endemic, as is corruption and violence. 
African leaders disregard what their people 
might need in a manner far worse than 
occupying forces are expected to treat 
defeated civilians. 

Yet the Western elite continue to blame 
the white imperialists for Africa’s chaos. 
The responsibility of the West for African 
troubles 40 years after is a joke too much. 


‘Within days of Independence Day June 30, 


1960, the Congo slid into chaos, and has 
remained a kleptocracy ever since. My 
heart goes out to the African people, but 
even more so to those white Rhodesians 
who helped create a heaven in the Dark 
Continent, only to see it disappear under 
the dictatorship of the monster Mugabe. 


avid Pryce-Jones writing in 
D National Review recounts how 

academics have buried Western 
civilisation under a mountain of lies. “A 
civilisation builds slowly, and along comes 
some brute to stamp it out”, according to 
Pryce-Jones. When Mao-Tse-Tung 
destroyed the ancient walls of China’s 
Forbidden City, along with countless 
pagodas and monuments along the Yangtse, 
he was hailed as a hero by French students 




















at the Sorbonne. The murderous Khmer 
Rouge used Angkor Wat for a military 
base, whereas Romanian communist 
Nicolae Ceausescu destroyed the historic 
quarter of Bucharest. 
The Taliban recently blew to smithereens 
gigantic Buddhist statues 15 centuries old. 
The Allies during World War Two 
obliterated Dresden, Hamburg and 
KG6nigsberg, along with countless palaces, 
country houses, ancient bridges and 
national libraries. 

These cultural criminals, needless to 
say, will never be brought to justice a la 
Milosevic. If any of them were too be 
arrested and tried, the academic world 
would rise in unison in protest. As Paul 
Craig Roberts recently wrote: “If the World 
Court sent out a call for cultural criminals, 
huge chunks of the academic faculties and 
administrators in the US, UK, Canada and 
European countries would have to be 
indicted”. 

These academics are as responsible for 
cultural carnage as the Khmer Rouge or 
the monster Mao. Western culture has been 
highjacked by deconstructionists, 
multiculturalists, postmodernists, feminists, 
you name it. Everything that’s good in the 
world has been traduced by them as evil, 
white, racist, sexist, homophobic and so 
on. Anything that they accept as good is 
said to have been stolen from Africa, and 
that includes the English language. 

One clown (Martin Bernal) at Cornell 
University claims the ancient Greeks were 
black, and that Aristotle stole his ideas 
from the Egyptian library in Alexandria. 
These clowns, although tenured professors, 
apparently do not know that the library was 
built long after Aristotle had died. Although 
the great books have not been burned - at 
least not yet - they are definitely 
discredited as containing lies for a white 
hegemonic order. The erasure of our culture 
is in my opinion a far greater danger than 
bringing a nationalist like Milosevic to 
trial. The poisoning of young minds should 
be a capital offence. 





policy of the militant settlers, the US 

government at all levels, prodded 
by the Israeli lobby and the US Jewish 
community, has been sending all kinds of 
carte blanche aid to Israel. American 
largesse is taken for granted. It is one of 
the reasons why the Arab world despises 
America. US and UK military actions in 
Kuwait and Kosovo were about petroleum 
and prestige. So what is the present US, 
UK Middle East policy based on? Votes and 
campaign contributions is the sad answer. 


T= of urging a pullback to the mad 
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